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Motto: 


The Magyar nobleman, on the celebration 
of one millennium from the foundation of 
the Hungarian State, asked with vanity: 
When will you celebrate a thousand years 
since your arrival here? 


The Transylvanian Romanian peasant 
replied: We have always been bere! 


Foreword 


Sooner than we had expected, under a new guise, the question of 
Transylvania has been raised again. The dagger stabbed into the heart 
of northern Transylvania during World War Il was not enough. Here 
we face its spectre again. This time, it is occasioned by our immense 
Joy at being finally free, after a long period of historical humiliation, 
in these days full of elation after our blood sacrifice which, admired 
by the whole world at the end of 1989, has once again opened to us the 
gates of Europe. 'Too great a joy not to alarm our Hungarian brothers, 
their eyes constantly riveted on our successes. 'Too great a success, too 
resounding for them not to be tempted to spoil it, to belirtle it in the 
eyes of the world. They have missed no opportunity to taint it, to take 
advantage of it while advocating their own claims. We have not fought 
this revolution only for ourselves, but also for their own aspirations, 
for their own privileges. They have turned it into an opportunity to 
resuscitate the old historical dispute. They have again picked up from 
the ashes a problem which has been solved, historically and interna- 
tionally, for good, the problem of Transylvania, which they would 
like ro see ripped asunder, as if it were Christ's shroud! 

As a young man, in 1944, | wrote a historical retort to the revision- 
ist theories, under the title, Te Theory of Immigration which, although 
translated into French the following year, elicited no reply, but was 
deliberately ignored. There is no record of it in Hungarian historiog- 
raphy. For political reasons, Romanian historiography did not pay 
much attention to it either. It is that book that Lam revising now, in 
keeping with the new situation. I do not nurture the illusion that it 
will be more convincing this time, I only do it to calm the pangs of my 
own conscence as a historian deeply immersed in the matter. Ido it 
not for polemical purposes, but with the aim of informing the people 


interested in the problem. My book has no special address. What the 
Hungarians need is not truth, bur its mystification: they are claiming, 
an historical right they have never been entitled to. All they really 
need is their own theories, which are outside history. Who could keep 
track of everything that is being fabricated in Hungary, in this coun- 
try even? Or even more so abroad, particularly in countries less ac- 
quainted with the problem, having little capacity to check the facts, 
but which, nevertheless, have a heavy say in politics. Who could run 
a check on the things published in the wealthy United States? Or in 
South America, Japan, or Australia? Who could keep the numerous 
allegations in check? “To do it, we must address the history of mentali- 
ties, which vitiates ordinary history. 

They have gone ro great lengths ro foster uncertainty, permanent 
menace, constant but useless fear. Not that this will help them much. 
How could one ever succeed in mystifying the history of a nation whose 
importance is beyond question, as is the Romanian nation? 

The most numerous people in this part of Europe, left without an 
identity, without a country! 'Their Daco-Roman descent, their lore, 
their continuity - an impenetrable mystery! The Hungarians swear 
that our roots lie in the Balkans, the Bulgarians hold it that we are 
inhabitants of the Carpathian area. According to the Hungarians, we 
have no given country, we are itinerant shepherds. And now they 
even question our Latin spirit! They are looking for different origins, 
in some other countries, that they could attribute to us. They have 
gone as far as to pronounce us akin to some Turkish shepherds! The 
situation, to say the least, is odd: a people which has been proven be- 
yond doubr to have been migratory labels as migratory a definitely 
sedentary people! They brandish a higher title of nobility, though: 
that of conquerors by force of the sword, storming on horseback against 
the meekness of ox and ewe, whose conquest, however, can be but 
ephemeral and questionable. They put forward the eternal title of 
conqueror rather than the more ephemeral one of tolerance 4sque ad 


beneplacitum. And their century-old domination has lead them to an 
arrogant outlook that continues to embitter our relationships. 

We present data and “evidence” anew, not in the hope of convinc- 
ing people — we know all too well that this is a hopeless task - but only 
to bring comfort to our own soul. Our undertaking was not prompted 
by the new Magyar History of Transylvania, which we have only re- 
cently been able ro obtain, after a long delay. As a matter of fact, we 
did not really need to consult it, we have gone through everything that 
has been said and written so far and have no need of further “evi- 
dence”, all the more so as the Hungarian historians pursue other 
goals than that of being scientifically convincing. As usual, they ap- 
peal to people who are unfamiliar with the problem, turning their 
ignorance to their own advantage. 

But let us leave fantasyland and enter the concrete world of statis- 
tics. 

For preliminary data, pre-eminently historical, we must go down 
to the roots that have been breeding argumenrs and animosities; only 
thus can we hope to get the reader better acquainted with the matter. 
Should we not involve history? Easier said than done. How could one 
ignore the centuries during which the Romanians lived as subjects:of 
the Hungarian conquerors and were expelled from the ranks of this 
country's sons? We intend to discuss the relevant historical documents 
and tenets all over again, to secure our position in the future. There is 
still enough room in the world for all of us to live peacefully together. 
We are the largest and most homogenous people in Southeastern Eu- 
rope, which makes us feel optimistic about the future. But, to pave 
the road ahead, one must not mystify the past. On the contrary. Is it 
not much wiser to accept the verdict of history and reach an agree- 
ment? 

As for the Romanian people, they are a living evidence of Eastern 
Romanity and their Dacian-Roman roots are thrust deep into the soil 
of Transylvania, the cradle of the entire Romanian nation and its uni- 


tary matrix. Fully aware of their noble ancestry, of the fact that they 
are the heirs of the Latin language and the Latin spirit, confident that 
they have an important role to play in this part of Europe and on the 
whole continent, they look with faith and determination into the fu- 
ture. 

Our position is quite clear: all we have to do is asserr rhe real, 
unquestionable rights of this nation in as firm and unequivocal a man- 
ner as possible. A nation's rights may not be questioned or disputed, 
they must not be endangered by weakness; zhe rights of a nation are not 
to be negociated, they are to be asserted. 

History moves forward, it never goes backwards! 


David Prodan 
(1991) 


Basic Tenets 


We are definitely at variance with Hungarian historiography due 
to some of its fantastic theories, of vital importance to us, exacerbated 
by the passion and penchant to revisionism that have deeply imbued 
Hungarian public consciousness, even the psyche of ordinary people: 
fantastic theories which hey have constantly spruced up and which 
they would not renounce, despite all evidence to the contrary: 

1. The Romanians of Transylvania are immigrants who settled here 
after the Hungarian conquest. Having started to surreptitiously “infil- 
trate the country”, they kept on coming and never went back. They 
came in waves of various sizes, gradually flooding the valleys, the hills 
and the mountains of the country. The process was a continuos one, 
yet two major moments are recorded: the first waves in the 12rh-13th 
centuries, which slowly sertled down in the country, and a great wave 
in the 18th century, which turned the Romanians into the majority 
population of the area. 

2. Having settled down in this area, they were fitter than other 
populations to withstand the calamities of history: vars, epidemics, 
and invasions; they shed less blood ro defend their country. 

3. They also enjoyed a higher birih-rate, thanks, Hungarian histo- 
riography claims, to the virtues of (no laughing matter!) ewe's milk! 
(as if all of them had fed exclusively on ewe milk and not mainly on 
cow milk!) 

4. The Romanians were a population of itinerant shepherds, half- 
nomadic, half-savage, wandering about with their herds, having only 
later and gradually acquired the habit of living in permanent dwell- 
ings and implemented a farming economy in their new living environ- 
ment, Learned, naturaly, from the native Hungarians. 

5. The Romanians are looked upon as being inferior in every re 
spect: race, behaviour, culture, civilization, and economy. They are 
not inferior due to historical coercions, they are inherently inferior. În 
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the hierarchy of the peoples settled on Hungary's territory, they rank 
lowest. They did not improve, but degraded life in their adoptive coun- 
try. 

6. On the contrary, the Magyars embody civilization and culture, 
they have a historic “civilizing” mission here in the East, one of “Euro- 
peanization”, as Professor Szekfii likes to put it. They magnanimously 
offered their services, yet to litele avail. The Romanian people lacked 
receptiveness, they were incapable of responding to this generosity, 
while ever continuous waves of immigranis forced the hospitable people 
to resume their efforts over and over again. 

According to that theory, the Romanians” immigration began in 
the 12th-13th centuries, after the Hungarians had conquered Tran- 
sylvania, and lasted until a little before modern times. Ar first, the 
Romanians came from the Balkans; later, from the Romanian Princi- 
palities. 

The features of this immigration were: 

3) it was continuous, varying only in point of intensity from one 
period to another, it took place slowly or rapidly, in small or massive 
groups, in keeping with the vicissitudes of history; 

b) it flowed always in the same direction, i.e. from the Balkans and 
the Romanian Principalities towards Transylvania, never the other way 
round; 

€) it always took place “quietly”, i.e. without leaving any direct 
traces, whether the Romanians immigrated sporadically or massively, 
whether their migration occured in times of which we possess plenty 
of records or not. 

The main motivation behind this immigration of Romanians is 
always the same: the high living standard - always superior - of the 
Hungarian kingdom lured them, while the low living standard of their 
native places drove them away. 

This immigration had two distinctive moments: the first, the ar- 
rival and settlement in Transylvania of the Romanians coming from 
the Balkans in the 12+h-13th centuries; the second, the decisive nu- 
merical superiority they achieved over the Hungarians and the other 
peoples in Transylvania in the 18th century, when they became the 
majority population. 
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The progress of research, and new social constraints have caused 
these notions to dwindle and visible efforts have been undertaken to 
modify them. All this, however, has been done with condescension, as 
a concession, a favour granted by one higher in rank to his subordi- 
nate. Historical “objectives” are in no shorr supply, although they can- 
not always influence public opinion. Abroad, too, a virulent resuscita- 
tion of the well-known tenets of revisionism is under way by virtue of 
historical right, and, no matter how anachronically it may sound, ir is 
enhanced by the “oppression” exerted by our regimes. They, the Hun- 
garians, have never oppressed anyone, it is they who have always been 
oppressed. On the contrary, they have always championed freedom 
and taught its virtues to their subjects. It was not they who engineered 
the tragic persecutions and horrors, which defied human nature, in 
Northern Transylvania, but the Horthyist gangs! 

A disputed fundamental problem is that of the origins and conti- 
nuity of the Romanian people on Transyvania's present territory. 

Raised as early as the 18h century, brought to the fore by the 
struggle for Romanian emancipation, this is still an acute issue, since 
conflicting “evidence”, arguments for and against have kept appear- 
ing. For want of “objective data”, specific of historical sciences, it will 
take a long time until an end can be put to this dispure. It is caused less 
by scientific passion than by political interests. Since the modern nu- 
merical principle has always been to the advantage of the Roma- 
nians, the Hungarians have constantly had to resort to anachronical 
rights: their former ruling position, their conquest by force of the sword 
etc.; hey have had to keep fabricating “higher standards” that should 
give them justice... 

They deny the peoples” rights in the name of a historical right. A 
right that can still be used to brandish revisionist claims. One that has 
actually led to a virulent “revisionism”. 

In shor, one could say that Arpâd and his horsemen subdued and 
took possession, in the name of “the conquest of the country”, of the 
whole Pannonian space, with whatever they found there, which the 

king gave to his followers. They sertled down in the Pannonian plain 
from where they made raids, pillaging the surrounding regions, to the 
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Balkans, to Western Europe, curbed abruptly in the wake of a battle 
won by Otto the Great. Turning then towards the East, towards Ro- 
man Dacia, they had to cross a first obstacle, the Bihor Mountains, to 
reach Transylvania, after which it took them 200 years to reach the 
crown of the Eastern Carpathians. But this cannot be regarded as an 
“immigration”; it was a definire and indisputable congquest by force of 
the sword. 

Ever greater and more spectacular efforts have been made to de- 
fend these tenets. 

Let us quote but one of them: the case Anonymus, which annoys 
them most. Ar the beginning, the anonymous notary's work was seri- 
ously contested but then, as Hungarian historiography began investi- 
gating things, his identity and authenticity were vouched for. His work 
was based on earlier annals. He himself lived earlier than it had been 
believed: thought at first to have lived during the reign of Bela III, 
records eventually led to the times of Bela II, which means he was 
contemporary with the beginnings of the so-called Romanian immi- 
gration into Transylvania. His value as a source of information is per- 
manently under study. Ă 

There is, however, something in his work that is most emphati- 
cally refuted by Hungarian historiography - the presence of the Ro- 
manians in Transylvania at the time of the Hungarians' arrival. On 
tis point, the notary is denied any reliability, everything is dismissed 
as being legend, fabrication, a figmenr of the imagination of court fools, 
who spread historical fictions to entertain royalty. 

Was the notary, a scholar who claimed to be the country's histo- 
rian, blind? Could he not see that all this was a mere fabrication, that 
the Romanians did not even exist, let alone be there when the Hun- 
garians arrived? Was it not obvious that they were only beginning to 
turn up, as wandering shepherds? That what he wrote about dukes 
and bartles against Tuchutum was sheer nonsense? 

But those fools, where did they take their fictions from? 

Legends? But why centered on this very topic? And then, legends 
do have a past — as a rule a remote one —, a source that generated them. 
Those court fools must have been masters of invention and divina- 
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tion, to have made up a whole history at a time when the Romanians 
did not even exist. What could have prompted them ro fabricate a 
whole history, and in such a misfortunate way, creating a sea of troubles 
for their descendents? 

Actually, would the notary-chronicler, the historian, have granted 
any historical credit to a fiction, would he have taken it for historical 
fact? It is most unlikely that Anonymus, the intellectual, would have 
mistaken for historical truth information from such a source, the mere 
concoction of minstrels. 

How come Anonymus did not find one word to invalidate it? How 
was it possible for him not to realize that they were mere make-be- 
lieve? How come he made no objections to a whole structure featuring 
dukes, fortresses, battles (mentioning their exact date and location), at 
a time when it was obvious that the Romanians did not exist, when 
they had only begun to trickle into the area? 

Had he, in his turn, come across this fiction in some previous 
chronicle? If so, he should have put things straight. How could he 
ignore reality and not deny this structure or, at least, doubr it? 

The copyist that later transcribed the text of the notary, who would 
normally alter the text whenever he noticed departures from actual 
fact, does not seem to have found anything untrue about it, since he 
did not deny, by as much as a hint, the presence of the Romanians. 
Neither did the descendants of these people. No one noticed that the 
Romanians were not natives of the land, but intruders. Not earlier 
than the 18th century was this fake structure properly exposed. 

Ar that time, when the Romanians had just started to “infiltrate” 
surreptitiously, he. could not even see them; how could he then spread 

or admit legends about them, or invent or admit a whole history of 
their past? After all, his chronicle speaks about a permanent, even 
spectacular, historical presence. One cannot help wondering how he 
managed to sort things out. 

Rather strange these Romanians, it appears, if one considers that 
soon, less than a century or two after arriving, on those territories, 
“having infiltrated” from the Balkans, they founded the Romanian 
Principalities: Wallachia, with its Prince Mircea the Old, Moldavia, 
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with its famous Prince Stephen the Great and Transylvania, with Prince 
Iancu of Hunedoara. 

The Anonymus issue got more and more entangled as research work 
progressed. Russian, as well as other chronicles, nearer to or more re- 
mote from those times, let themselves be involved. As research went 
on, the issue got more and more complicated, as the translation and 
interpretation of these records were themselves quite complicated. 

Today, new traces of the activity of Anonymus are being searched 
for, and they are being dug for as far back as the Russian chronicles. 
New hypotheses, new questions, new name interpretations keep crop- 
ping up. Gelu's name is explained as being derived from Gyalu (Gilău). 
But Gyalu-Gilău is preposterous, why should a fortress or even an 
individual bear the name of Gilău (meaning carpenter's plane)? While 
visiting the place, a thought crossed my mind: could not Ghialu be the 
local pronunciation of Dealu (Hill)? The fortress is actually located on 
a hill. On reading Bogrea's notes, ] found out that he, too, had had the 
same idea. The Gilău river, the water into which Gelu fell during a 
bartle, meanders at the foot of Căpușului Hills. The name of Dealu 
would be only too natural. Philologically, the theory holds water. 

Ever more strenuous investigations have been pursued in time, fur- 
ther evidence has been gathered, not with a view to checking the 
notary's statements, but rather to nullifying them. 

Yet it is the historical documents themselves that place this immi- 
gration under a question mark. It is strange that, despite the allega- 
tions about the exodus of a whole people, there has been found no 
document to say something, to give a hint about the Romanian's hav- 
ing come from the Balkans. How dearly would Hungarian historians 
have wished zo be able 1o quote such a text, or at least one person who 
might have borne testimony to it! They would have destroyed this 
accursed Anonymus, if only they could, for the trouble he caused chem! 
Yet, so far, despite all their strenuous efforts, Hungarian historiogra- 
phy has been in no position to either eliminate him or to quote at least 
one recorded case of 2 Romanian who came over from the Balkans, or 
even from the Romanian Principalities. There may have been Roma- 
nians coming from those paris, the area of Eastern Latin influence is 
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wide enough, people have been known to migrate when driven by 
adversities, but a global, definite assertion may only be made on the 
basis of documents, however accidental the information may be. It is 
amazing how those people could “infiltrate” in massive groups and 
passed unnoticed, spreading gradually throughout the country, to its 
remotest parts, and thus complicating a whole history! 

But the Romanians never stopped flooding in. And they stayed. 
Their number grew steadily in the wake of new immigration waves. 
Particularly in the 18th century, as | mentioned before. The Roma- 
nians continued ro come, under the pressure of the Turko-Phanariot 
hell in the Romanian Principalities, which were constantly drained of 
their population. 

Ar this point, an immigration theory is, naturally, easy to support. 
Only it also has its reverse. One could quote countless immigrations 
and emigrations taking place at that time, borders were continuously 
crossed in one direction or other. Man travelled widely within and 
across national boundaries. Particulariy within the same people, which 
accounts even more for its unity. 

Emigration was an acute problem for both the Austrian state and 
the Romanian one. It was only a matter of balance sheets: immigra- 
tion-emigration. But this is one fact that immigrationist historiogra- 
phy does not even allude to. The Romanians kept coming in, wander- 
ing with their herds across the country, seriously affecting its 
demographic structure, degrading agriculture, the country's culture; 
thus Transylvania's decline is accounted for! A true invasion! Not the 
other way round, no. 

This theory took shape in the 18h century, as a consequence of 
the Romanians! intensified emancipation struggle; it crossed the thresh- 
old of science in the 19th century, to reach its heyday in the 20th cen- 
tury, particularly under the pen of the greatest interwar Hungarian 
historian, Szekfii Gyula, in his General History of Hungary. 

The theory bred disputes, with support from one side and denials 
from the other. Disputes in which I was involved personally, on ac- 
count of the book 1 wrote in 1944. 

I had, naturally, started from the highest and most official wording 
of the theory, that of Szekfii Gyula, the most representative Magyar 
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historian, who distinguished himself not only through his thorough- 
ness, but also through his passion and talent as a writer. It was from 
his comprehensive work, edited in several volumes and published in 
several editions, Magyar târtenet, a work of the kind that shapes a 
nation's spirit, that started. 

Strangely enough, when Szekfii, the great historian, boasting a vast 
historical culture, capable of impressive syntheses, comes ro tackle the 
history of Hungary's ethnic problems, he loses his temper. And when 
he must deal with the Romanians, his blood rushes to his head, he gers 
carried away by rage! He is especially alarmed by their demographic 
boom of more recent times, by their emancipation through the act of 
Union. This growth in numbers was favoured by the darned Phanariot 
regime. “To the miserable, fleeing people, those of Wallachia mainly, 
only Transylvania and Hungary were open.” Insisting upon Oltenia's 
status under Austrian rule, he states that it was overcrowded by refu- 
gees from Wallachia. And after they left it, “running away from Turk- 
ish domination, this overflowing population of Smaller Wallachia 
stormed, with the elemental force of flooding waters we might say, 
towards Hungary and Transylvania, and we know that Wallachians 
have now started to flood, to an ever greater extent, the Eastern parts 
of the Banat”, 

“Ir is with the same hope of escaping fierce oppression that the 
Wallachians from Muntenia and from the Danube region immigrated 
to the independent Transylvanian Principality in the 16th and 17th 
centuries, since by merely crossing the borders of Transylvania they 
immediately brearhed the air of a higher degree of culture, of greater 
security for their lives and property, of more fruitful work. The same 
prospects of a higher cultural life opened up to those Wallachian 
shpeherds who, crossing the century-old woods of the Western moun- 
tains of Transylvania, headed farther towards the Hungarian plain, 
and, throwing, a glimpse towards the Magyar villages pillaged by the 
Tartars of Turks, hurried to take possession of the deserted Magyar 
households, which, destroyed as they were, offered them a higher liv- 
ing standard than the semi-nomadism of their mountain buts. The 
contact between the Hungarians and the Wallachians offered the lar- 
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ter the opportunity to emancipate themselves from their ancient primi- 
tivism; the former imparted culture, the latter absorbed it, they took 
it as such, or acquired it from the former. In this respect we might say: 
it was a fatality for the Hungarian people to have founded, on the 
confines of Turkish savagery, a solid European, Christian cultural back- 
ground which, wirh an irrestible power, like a magnetic mountain, 
attracted towards it the Wallachian and Serbian peoples, crushed un- 
der the Turkish heel. Not only did the Hungarian people defend, ar 
the cost of a great loss of blood, this endangered borderline of Euro- 
pean civilization when these peoples fron the Turkish provinces were 
not able to mount at least one uprising against their Turkish plunder- 
ers, but it also received into its bosom the runaway slaves and con- 
stantly did irs best to raise them to the standard of its culture. 

This ceaseless, huge flood led to efforts of the Magyar and Saxon 
Protestants, in the early 16rh century, or of the Carholics, through the 
Union of the churches, to raise the cultural standard of the Wallachian 
people. In vain printing houses were founded by Transylvanian Saxon 
citizens, by the Hungarian noblemen of the 16th century, or by the 
Transylvanian princes of the 17th century, such as Gabriel Bethlen 
and Michael Apafi, as unavailing was the grant of education in the 
Romanian language through the church; the Magyar Jesuits of che time 
of Leopold 1 equally failed in their efforts ro civilize the people con- 
vented through the Union, and even the Hungarian count Csâky, 
bishop of Oradea, wasted his time buying, European clothing for the 
Wallachian priests, thinking that in this way, too, he could help them 
acquire the European way of thinking; all these undertakings could 
only have left their imprint upon those Wallachians who had sertled 
there earlier, since the immigration kept thickening the ranks of these 
Wallachians in full process of education with fugitive semi-savage, semi- 
nomadic shepherds. It was again to no avail that the Wallachian shep- 
herds from the Bihor mountains climbed down to the settlements of 
the Magyars along the Criș rivers valleys, thus joining the ranks of the 
farmers, since their place in the mountains was taken by new waves of 
barbarians who had fled the 7irkish Phanariot bell. In the Principali- 
ties, the Wallachian peasant - according to Vlach descriptions — would 
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sleep on bare ground with a stone under his head instead of a pillow 
and the blue sky as his only cover, his only piece of furniture a worn- 
out mat, his only food, maize porridge. By comparison, the living 
standard of the chesse-producing shepherd in the Transylvanian moun- 
tains was qualitatively very high; although still low and full of hard- 
ships, it was better than that of he serfs living in small huzs in the 
Saxon towns or on the Magyar feudal estates. 

While speaking about the distressing condition of the Transylvanian 
serf in the 18:h century, one cannot overlook the fact that the Wal- 
lachian serf came from ever darker depths and it was therefore impos- 
sible to integrate him in a more independent work organisation, be- 
cause coercion, if used, was highly unlikely to bring about anything 
other than the release of his anti-social instincrs, brought along from 
the Principalities. In the organization of serfs in the Banat and Tran- 
sylvania, in the regulations by means of which the comitats and other 
authorities secured public order, harshness was the only means to raise 
the Wallachian kindred from that state of semi-savageness in which 
they had been kepr by the.foreign domination of their native land, as 
well as by the natural incapacity of the Wallachian people for politics 
and self-governmenr!”! 

Romanian immigration, another chapter informs us, was even 
heavier in the Banat, a region only recently freed from Turkish domi- 
nation... “That is how the Wallachian mountain shepherds took over 
the deserted counties of Caraş-Severin, Lugoj and Caransebeș, then, 
advancing farther towards the West, the territories of the Timiş and 
Torontal comitats, and to the Nomh, crossing the Mureș river. Their 
cultural standard was not much above thar of he Wallachian and 
Serbian families which, as we have already seen, would wander, in the 
17th century, during the days of Turkish domination, through the 
Southern lands. They would graze their herds in the mountains and in 
forests and would descend o the plains only when an opportunity for 
robbery presented itself. 'They were atavistic enemies (6ss e//ensegei) of 
the state of order; during the Turkish raids of 1738, they savagely pil- 


" Hâman-Szekfii, Magyar târtânet, 6th edition, vol. V, Budapest, 1939, pp. 126-129. 
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laged the neighbourhoods of the towns of Lugoj, Caransebeş, Vârșeț, 
Panciova, and, despite the fact that the Empire had their ringleaders 
executed for such deeds, their immigration did not stop for one mo- 
ment, as the double, Turkish and Phanariot, oppression had driven 
them to desperation ...”; “the lands of Caransebeş, Lugoj, Oraviţa got 
overcrowded with rhose poverry-stricken Wallachians, those have-nots 
(făldânfuto) whom first rhe Timiș administration, then the comitat, 
tried to cure of their thieving habits and turn into farmers...” “But, 
because of their semi-savage state, they could not even be used for primi- 
tive mining yet...” “Their waves would push towards the West, threat- 
ening to flood the regions of general colonization as well...” Who could 
fathom then the danger menacing the country? “In the 18th century, 
there was not a single Hungarian who thought of such dangers, so 
those people kept rushing towards Hungary as if it were the promised 
land and no one thoughr ir possible rhar they would ever wish 7o go 
back to live again under the regime from which they had just fled.”? 
It is this very immigration of semi-nomadic, semi-savage shepherds 
that accounts, in his opinion, for Horea's uprising. “The analysis of 
the data available ro modern historical research shows beyond any shade 
of doubr that this uprising involved only those social layers that be- 
longed at the time to the Wallachian population. The cradle of rhe 
uprising was the massive wooden mountains between Transylvania 
and the Partium, which had for decades on end been the gathering 
place of the Wallachian population, still unripe for settling down and 
taking up farming occupations, a Wallachian population that, within 
the surrounding civilized comitat or town organization, feudal or 
princely estate, could no longer fulfill its ancestral semi-nomadic in- 
stincts. It has been shown already, when we spoke about the situation 
in the Banat, that when the Wallachian, handicapped by his inherired 
lack of culture, srepped on Magyar soil and was deprived of the oppor- 
tunity 1o wander with his herds across wide iracts of land, he became 
a highwayman if he could not be made to settle down somewhere. 
While on the Saxon Lands, in the northern regions of the comitats, in 


* Ibidem, pp. 442-444, 
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the Someș valley, the Wallachian had for some time been accustomed 
to agricultural occupations, the masses of Wallachians in the Zarand, 
Arad, Hunedoara, Alba or Banat Comitats, ceaselessly thickened by 
immigration from Wallachia, were still he victims of a semi-nomadic 
lack of culture, anachronical at the time...” The evolution of the upris- 
ing and its “terrible cruelties may only be accounted for by the ex- 
tremely low cultural standard of the immigrated Wallachian popula- 
tion...” “Irrespective of the state of affairs, irrespective of any social or 
state order, a certain primitive freedom confused (motoszkdlt) the lead- 
ers of the mob...” 

Horea was a sbepherd himself, his uprising was not even an agrarian 
uprising, but only “something less than this, a sort of unfortunate 
blind outburst of mobs that had not yet risen to the cultural standard 
of those lands...”? 

One cannot but be perplexed by such allegations. They are so cat- 
egorical that they allow for no retort. It would be useless to try and 
dismantle them, since such “truths” are evinced by the most impor- 
tant historical document, the 6th edition of the monumental FI;story 
of Hungary, penned by that country's greatest historian, and they re- 
flect formative goals on a national scale. They were meant to shape a 
national outlook, which they managed to do, if indeed there was need 
for that any longer. 

In any case, this scaffolding was not a singular one. Further and 
further rheories were added to it, wirh various tinges, more or less 
“scientific”, 

Let us quote another one, even more venomous, excerpted from 
another monumental work deemed as formative of the general culture 
and opinion of the Hungarian nation: Magyar măvelâdestărtenet (The 
History of Magyar Culture), vol. IV, from the chapter titled Barokk & 
felvilăgosodăs (Baroque and Enlightenment), a collecrive work and 
therefore a supreme synthesis of Hungarian culture. 

“Considering the consequences, what was more serious is that the 
Wallachians spread over a vast territory. For almost half a millenium, 


” Ibidem, pp. 137-139. 
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they crossed the crests and woods of Transylvania unnoticed, like a 
people without any demands, but throughout this period, although 
the Hungarians, the Transylvanian Saxons, and the Szeklers often of- 
fered them a helping hand, rhey wandered, very much like the gyp- 
sies, as their semi-savage customs had taught rhem to do. Their condi- 
tion worsened, if worse can mean worse than worse, so that, after the 
Peace of Belgrade, they fell again under Ottoman power and the Pha- 
nariot regime. It is therefore no wonder that Transylvania appeared to 
them like the promised land; to their nomad hordes, almost incapable 
of sertling down to a stable life, this meant escaping from the hell of 
Wallachia and, moreover, sensibly smaller tasks than those lying heavy 
on the shoulders of the people occupied in agriculture. Thanks to their 
princes” efforts and to the goodwill of the Vienna Court, they could 
even found small autonomous communities on the Western slopes of 
the Carpathians. This soon occasioned Western culture to become ac- 
quainted with their ways of life as rovers, chieves, highwaymen, with 
their habits, liable to spread epidemics, as they defied the most basic 
hygienic requirements, with their savage lack of culture, with the dark 
power, based on superstitions, of their ignorant priests. Their crowds, 
unassuming, prolific as they were, taking no definite action towards 
colonization, actually flooded the mountains, the valleys of the Banat, 
of Transylvania, of the Partium, ignorant as yet of the salvation myth 
of their Dacian ancestors.” 

What a catastrophic people, what a historical plague! Only black 
death could have been worse! 

One may think that such a text is the work of a publicist or lam- 
poonist, not worth paying attention to. But no, it is the work of one 
of the most prominent and, as you will see, one of the most gifred 
living Hungarian historians, Wellmann Imre, and is part of a great 
work, representative at a national scale, a formative work again. 

How much hatred he must have accumulated, to soil his pen to 
such an extent! And, as far as | know, the man was born in Transylva- 
nia, so he cannot be granted the excuse one might concede to Szekfii, 
who had never seen a Romanian in his life, except, perhaps, in his 
patriotic nightmares". 


"While on visit to Budapest, | insisted to know Wellmann personally. He is a man of 
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The political extension of things follows the same line. Here is a 
synthetic account on Romania presented by the wide-circulation pub- 
lication Kincsestâr (The Treasure Chest), signed by Szâsz Zsombor, a 
writer and diplomat beloging to the circle formed around the presti- 
gious magazine Magyar Szemle (editors: the same Szekfii Gyula, and 
Eckhart Ferenc). It was published as a volume under the title România, 
80 pages. 

The beginning could not fail to mention the arrival of the Roma- 
nians not earlier than the 13tb-14tb centuries, having, “infiltrated” North 
of the Danube into Transylvania from the Balkans. I have selected a 
few ideas: “But the Romanian people did not have the capability to 
create and maintain a state” (p. 4). “The changes in the history and 
territory of the Romanian people at the end of last century were not 
the result of the Romanians” endeavours, but that of the hostilities of 
the great powers” (p. 6). The Union of the Principalities was a Russian 
idea (p. 6). 

Daco-Romanianism and the Latin origins of the people are mere “leg- 
ends”, Daco-Roman continuity is a “historical lie”, yet not a political 
instrument, which flatters the vanity of the Romanian people (p. 11). 
It has not even been certified by any serious historical research (p. 13). 
“The (1916) war, which could not be waged without fighting, soon 
came to an end, the Romanian soldier having fled from the battle- 
field.” “In late July of 1917, an incredible event occurred. Beyond the 
southeastern boundary of Transylvania, in the Putna valley, the Ro- 
manian and Russian armies launched an attack and they are said to 
have been liable to win, had not the Russians fled the battlefield. They 
killed the Romanian commander-general and the result of the attack 
was that the military front along the Putna river was pushed forward 
by 6 or 7 kms. This was the famous victory of Mărăşeşti” (p. 20). To 
judge the Romanian war effort, the author could not find anything 


very good appearance who denies his age. We had a formal talk, avoiding, the topics we 
both had in mind. He showed me throubh the museum of Agriculture, remarkably vel! 
organized. ] asked him for a bookurwas interested in. Distinction became him so well. 
What a pity he could not behave up to ir. What could one expect then from he man in 
the street if thinking is guided in this vray? 
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berter to quote but what Marghiloman is said to have uttered under 
circumstances he does not mention: “We have started this whole war 
to disguise the thefts” (p. 19). He places face to face “a Hungary, living 
under an organized and honest regime, between a great monarchy power 
and a Balkan kingdom, rotten and corrupt” (p. 24). Romania was born 
neither out of a historical need, nor of the will of the people, “but out 
of the political game of the big powers”. “That is how Greater Roma- 
nia came into being, by the plunder and devastation of four countries” 
(“Igy jătt letre nâgy orszăg fosztogatăsdval Nagyromânia”) (p. 28). 

And here we are, the largest people, the only autochthonous, sed- 
entary, definitely native people in this part of Europe, with deep roots 
traceable back to the Dacians, Getae, Thracians, and Illyrians, a living 
testimony of Eastern Latin civilization, here we are, acused of having 
no precise identity, no definite origins, no history of our own, no coun- 
try, no place under the sun. Daco-Romanians - a myth, Latin origins 
- a legend, Daco-Roman continuity = a lie; Dacia's Daco-Roman people 
must be brought back from the Balkans, its history only a game of the 
rivalry bevween the big powers, its unitary state — a territory torn off 
the bodies of neighbouring states. 

How could one fight against such a mentality? How could one 
mitigate it, when it has penetrated to the core?! How could one per- 
suade them to the contrary? We would waste our breath! 

It is a fact that innuendoes are also to be found in their general 
history. The Romanian people = “a historical enigma and miracle”, The 
period of its making and consolidation - the epoch of the great migra- 
tions, of massive displacements of peoples, of the great invasions, 
wherefrom history records the pillage, the violence of the, invader and 
not the quiet, patient endurance of the sedentary man, of the native 
who withdraws into anonymity. 

The Romanian people were neither a migratory people, nor an in- 
vading or conquering one, and even less so God's whip or the scourge 
of history, filling the chronicles of those times. This people wirhdrew 
into the thick forests, before violence, before the noise of history, and 
sank into anonymity. Is history is a defensive one. 
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What is enough is enough! Obviously, much more is involved here 
than an historical opinion drawn up by Hungarian historiography. We 
have to deal with a whole collective mentality, fostered with delibera- 
tion, originating with the upper inteiligenrsia and the ruling classes, 
and disseminated until it got a mass character. More than that: in a 
joint drive of irremediable, unfading batred, contempt and hostiliry, it 
keeps resuscitating these claims on every occasion. This is the most 
enduring feature of their mentality, of their collective drive, deliber- 
ately and insistently used as a weapon. 

I have constantly had the opportunity to experience it myself when 
faced with it. 

All incurable vanity, contempt and hatred. Horhyism added noth- 
ing new to it. It was but the exacerbation of a mentality occasioned by 
another, more spectacular exacerbation of a great people. Let us take 
comfort from the idea that it might have lasted longer. 

The vanity has remained, though. We can :dentify no field of hu- 
man activity in which the Hungarian should not claim that he is bet- 
ter than us. How difficult it is ro do away with such a mentality, so 
deeply imbued in public consciousness! How difficult it is to give up 
the notion of a lofty mission, the historical mission to civilize other 
peoples! Although, frankly speaking, the mission to civilize each of us 
is noble enough. 

It is a general mentality with which one is confronted in all social 
departments. My grand-daughter has, in the United States of America, 
where she married and lives at present, Hungarian friends among others. 
As she is a very capable woman, she is highly appreciated by them. Only, 
they have their doubts: with so many good qualities, they think, she can- 
not be a Romanian! She should look more carefully into her ancestry: she 
is bound to find Hungarian blood somewhere along the line! 


The Basis of the Immigration Theory 


The controversy over Transylvania starts from a simple precon- 
ceived idea of Hungarian historiography, more precisely, from that of 
the Hungarian historian Jancs6 Benedek, who formulated it in late 
19th century!, according to which the Romanians in Transylvania are 
not autochthonous, having immigrated over the centuries from the 
Balkans and the Romanian Principalities, and that ir was only in the 
modern age that they became the majority population in the area. Is 
this idea grounded on any specific documents, on censuses or other 
such evidence? No, it is pure fantasy. This is how Jancs6 Benedek 
estimated the structure of 'Transylvania's population, more precisely 
the ethnic percentages, in 1700: 


Hungarians 150,000 30% 
Saxons 100,000 20% 
Romanians 250,000 50% 
Total 500,000 


Compare this with the population structure of 1730, which he es- 
timates as: 


Hungarians 195,000 24.8% 
Saxons 110,000 15.2% 
Romanians 425,000 58.6% 


Whar are these figures based on? Obviously, not on censuses. For a 
more accurate image of the author's sources and methods, let us quote 
an excerpt concerning, the year 1730: 


i Jancs6 Benedek, A român nemzetiscgi tărekvesek târtenete €s jelenlegi illapota, vol. L-Il, 
Budapest, 1896-1899. 
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“In the days of Charles III (about 1730), the number of taxpayers, 
i.e. of serfs, rose to 135,000. Of these, 85,000 were Romanians, which 
leaves another 50,000 tax-paying families of other nationalities which 
ammount, according, to the method used so far, to 250,000 persons. 
Now, if we estimate the number of tax-exempt nobles and of the privi- 
leged Szekler population to be approximately 50,000, then the non- 
Romanian population of Transylvania can be estimated at 300,000. 
The Romanian population, judging by the 85,000 tax-paying families, 
amounted to 425,000 and thus Transylvania's entire population in 1730, 
according to approximate calculations, may be estimated at 725,000 
persons.”? 

Such estimations are based on the number of taxpayers, also esti- 
mated, or on mere personal judgement and distribured according, to 
criteria of the same nature. Further on, we shall see how valid such 
estimations are and, especially, how little the number of taxpayers 
corresponds with that of the total population. But let us take them as 
such, since these figures might claim a vague basis of fact, if not from 
the point of view of reality, then at least when corroborated with other 
contemporary or later figures. 

But let us see what the 1700 figures, the ones on which the theory 
was initially founded, are based on. 

As regards the Saxons, the average figure is taken from an estimate 
made in the early 17th century (68,160) and from the census made 
berween 1761-1765 (120,160), taking into consideration the annual birth 
rate indicated by the confrontation of the two figures. The number of 
the Hungarians was inferred from that recorded in 1730. 

The number of the Romanians, meanwhile, is the result of a vague 
estimate made by Jesuit monks who championed the union with the 
Church of Rome. This figure was 200,000, to which Jancs, himself 
judging ît to be too small, added 50,000, thus reaching the final estimate 
of 250,000. Already the Romanians account for 50% of Transylvania's 
population. And Jancs6 Benedek, instead of doubting the figure and 


* Ibidem, vol. I, pp. 761-762. 
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of proceeding as he had done in the case of the Hungarians, jumps to 
the concluston of an immigration of Romanians into Transylvania! 

This is what first stirred the winds of historical danger upon Tran- 
sylvania. 

One should consider that the figures are not based on any tax as- 
sessments or censuses, be they contemporary or taken previously. The 
figure was estimated before any official counting, general or partial, of 
the Romanian inhabitants was made. This figure is Jancs6 Benedek's 
mere personal estimation and can be taken for nothing else but che 
author's personal guess. The Jesuits” estimate, even if it inluded all 
Romanians, can only prove how lirrle known the number of inhabir- 
ants was before censuses started to be taken. 

The problem is that Jancs6 Benedek does not reveal his source. 
The 1701 report of the Jesuits reads: ut 200 bominum millia fuerint, 
qui Unionem amplexi sunt. Therefore, the figure of 200,000 represented 
only the Romanians united with Rome, not all the Romanians, which is 
something entirely different. The figure is reiterated in a report to the 
Pope by the Synod of Alba-Iulia, dated 8 November 1701, in which 
mention is made of totamgque Ecclesiam Nostram, per Transylvaniam 
diffusam, quae ad minimum 200,000 animarum numerat“, that the 
bishop recommended to the Emperor. Therefore, again, it represents 
the number of individuals united to the Church of Rome and not that 
of all the Romanians. 

Nevertheless, it is this figure and these arguments that make up 
the statistical evidence that lies at the foundation of Jancs6 Benedek's 
theory, which has triggered so many serious historical disputes! 


” Nicolaus Nilles, Symbolze ad illustrandam bistoriam ecclesiae Orientalis in terris coronae 
S. Stephani (Oeniponte, 1885), I, p. 247. 


“Ibidem, 1, pp. 125-126. 


Acsâdy's Statistical Work 


An entirely different work is that of 1. Acsădy, The Population of 
Hungary during the Pragmatic Sanction!. His study is not a mere con- 
frontation of figures, increased or decreased according to estimates or 
theoretical needs, but a wide-ranging attempt to re-appraise the popu- 
lation of Hungary as a whole, Transylvania included, as it was in 1720- 
1721, on the basis of the data related to the tax assessments of the time. 
This time, the estimation is made not in general terms, but by count- 
ing the population of each village and town; the number of the people 
is no longer established in keeping wirh the old fiscal system, i.e. col- 
lectively, according to regions, but nominally and numerically, for each 
person ; classifications are drawn up by social categories, nationality, 
occupations and even social status, and the resulrs are compiled in 
large statistical tables, and general totals, very similar to modern cen- 
suses, It was an impressively elaborated work and, for this very reason, 
its results are much more convincing than some mere estimates. 

Acsâdy's results are very different from those of Jancs6 Benedek. 

a) First, as regards the number of inhabitants. According to Acsâdy”s 
calculations, the population of historical Transylvania (minus that of 
Solnocul de Jos, Crasna and Zarand, which were habitually included 
in later calculations) amounted in 1721 to 806,221, while Jancs6 Be- 
nedek's estimate was only 725,000 in 1730. 

b) However, it is even more interesting that the results also differ as 
regards the percentages of the population represented by each of the 
three coinhabiting nations. These are even more detrimental to che 
Romanians. As compared to Jancs6 Benedek, who admitted that Ro- 
manians accounted for 50% of rhe population in 1700, Acsâdy's calcu- 
lations point, for the year 1721, to only 48.28% Romanians, while for 


' Magyarorszdg nepessăge a Pragmatica Sanctio kărdban 1720.21, Budapest, 1896. It is vol, 
XII of the periodical Magyar Statisztikai Kăzlemenyek. 
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Hungarians they indicate 36.09% and for Saxons 15.62%. Although 
Transylvania's populations in 1721 was more numerous than Jancs6 
Benedek showed it to be in 1730, the number of Romanians appears to 
have been smaller: 389,243 in 1721, as compared with 425,000 in 1730, 
which leaves the impression of a natural evolution from one date to 
the other. The difference is very odd in any case, as the statistics are 
very conclusive for the Hungarians: 


1721 290,965 36.09% 
1731 195,000 24.08% 


Instead of recording a growth, hey point to a decrease of almost 
one third in number and of 12% - over an interval of only 9 years! 

Regardless of orher differences, no matter how great, one thing is 
certain: Acsâdy's results confirm Jancs6 Benedek's estimates: in 1721, 
the Romanians formed only the relative majority of tbe population. 

The question now arises: what is this ample statistical work based 
on and how reliable is ir? 

1. First of all, we have so duly repeat that this work is not based on 
a general census of the population, either. Ar that time, they had not yet 
begun taking population censuses. As regards Hungary, calculations 
are based on a comprehensive tax assessment, drawn up by the new 
Austrian regime for the entire country in 1715 and repeated in the 
years 1720-1721. 'The purpose of the assessment was exclusively fiscal, 
as it was meant to establish the names and number of taxpayers through- 
out the country, as well as ro establish the basis on which they were to 
be taxed with a view to rationally distributing, the taxes owed to the 
state, 

The assessment was carried out with all the official precautions 
characteristic of the Austrian administration: following explicit direc- 
tions, on printed forms accompanied by the information necessary in 
order to fill them in correctly. 'The directions even referred to the quali- 
fications of the clerks appointed to carry out the assessment, and to 
the oarh that they were supposed to take. And, in order ro limit abuses, 
very likely to occur in an assessment of this nature, provisions were 
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made that each comitat should not be assessed by its own officials, but 
by officials of a remote comitat, so that no personal interests should 
interfere with their task. For instance: in the Maramureș, in the 
Solnocul de Mijloc, Crasna and Chioar regions, the assessment was 
made by assessors from the Hont comitat in Northern Hungary, in 
Arad it was carried out by assessors from the Baranya comitat, in the 
Bihor, by assessors from the Pest comitat, in Sătmar, by assessors from 
the Bars comitat, in the Zarand, by assessors from the Esztergom 
comitat, etc. Every necessary measure was taken and the results de- 
pended exclusively on the extent to which they would be implemented?. 

However, their implementation proved ro be no easy thing; as the 
country's socio-economic structure was extremely varied, the direc- 
tions were liable to various interpretations. Despite all preliminary 
tests and all precautions, the 1715 assessment was so deficient that it 
had to be repeated in 1720-1721, according to new instructions. The 
difference between the two assessments is quite great, in some cases 
even striking, particularly as regards the number of taxpayers:, which 
varies, depending on the type of tax levied, or the amount of the tax. 

2. But, like the previous one, the 1720-1721 assessment does not 
include the country's population, but only the names and number of 
taxpayers, that is of the taxable fathers of families. The assessment 
does not include: 

a) the nobility and the clergy, who were exempi from taxes; 

b) che non-taxable categories, exempt from taxes on account of the 
various offices they held; 


" See the directions and history of the assessment in the quoted work, pp. 11-20. 


” Lecus quote, for instance, only a few of the greatest differences between the number 
of fathers of families in 1715 and 1721 in a few administrative regions which are of 
interest for their large Romanian populations: 


1715 1721 
Bihor 4,410 8,235 
Soinocul de Mijloc 1,090 2,595 
Crasna 426 975 
Chioar 379 745 


What can a demographer make out of the figures recorded by the tax assessments? 
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€) also — what is of major importance to the demographer — the tax 
assessment does not include the poor, i.e. that part of the population 
that had too little wealrh ro be taxable. This omission in the tax assess- 
ments of che time is very large and highly inconsistent. It varies from 
one assessment to another, from place zo place, not only on account of 
the loose interpretation of the terms, but also because some assessors 
did not abide by the directions, proceeding according to former prac- 
tices or to their own judgement, ali the more so since the 1720 direc- 
tions did not provide for an exact taxation limit, either. 

But these are legal omissions. 'To these, illegal ones were added, 
resulting from the assessors” and the population's failing to observe 
the provisions of the law. The population would rather have declared 
less than it actually possessed, or simply eluded the tax assessment if 
possible. There are many cases in which reports complained that serfs 
ran away for fear of the assessment. 

The reasons to avoid the assessment were many: 

a) first and foremost, because of the very precaution of the state to 
have the work performed by assessors from other localities, who may 
have been impartial, but at the same time had no possibility to check 
on the correctness of the statements. Naturally, they knew nothing 
about local realities, about the villages, and more often than not, they 
did not even understand the inhabitants” language; 

b) even more serious were the false statements and evasions en- 
couraged by the landowners rhemselves, by the masters of the inhabit- 
ants. The serf was a property, an asset, a “vivum aerarium” and the 
master's interest was to have him elude the state's exploitation so that 
he could bear more seigniorial tasks. Hence the endeavour of the 
comitats and of the landowners ro distribure taxes from one to an- 
other, hence the permanent struggle of the nobility in the country's 
diets to lower taxation to the state, although it was not paid by them, 
hence the ongoing competition between the nobility and the state, 
particularly in the 17th and 18h centuries, to protect the serf, each 
putting forth the latrer's poor state and defending him against the other, 
each disguising their true intentions under a humanitarian veil; 
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c) the assessors charped with carrying out the assessment were usu- 
ally nobles themselves and, no matter their obligations, they had no 
special incentive to work against the nobility's interests. 

Under these circumstances, the Romanians, by the nature of things, 
were bound to be absent from che assessment tables to a much greater 
extent than others. They were, overwhelmingly, serfs, dependent on 
the nobility; they had the highest percentage of poor people, who did 
not fall under taxation, many lived in out of the way places, a large 
part lived in the most barren places, which fostered both poverty and 
tax evasion. How extensive, and particularly how inconsistent, the 
omissions in the tax assessments could be under such circumstances is 
shown by Acsâdy himself. While checking on them in several hun- 
dred localities from various parts of the country, by comparing data in 
the tax assessments to those in the population registers (drawn up to 
record the subjects” duties towards their feudal masters, wherefrom no 
subject was missing), he reached results most discouraging for the de- 
mographer. As concerns the number of people recorded in the com- 
munities investigated, the tax assessments give a figure from 7.14% to 
267.86%4 smaller than that in the population registers, 

Confronted with such fluctuations, any researcher would have 
wondered from the very beginning whether one should even attempt 
to establish, even roughly, the number of the inhabitants on the basis 
of such a documentation, and if it was worth to basing such extensive 
calculations upon them. Acsădy did not. He calculared the average of 
these flucruations, which amounted to 69.70% and rounded it down 
to 50%, with the justification that most omissions were made in the 
towns and, consequently, the omission percentage in the villages must 
be lower, and bere is the general key for the filling in of the data în the tax 
assessments all throughout the country. Therefore, one has only ro add 
50% to the figures in the tax assessments and one will obtain the real 
number of inhabitanrss. 


“ Magyarorszdg nepessăge..., p. 24, 294. The highest difference, of 267.86%, was recorded 
in 9 villages in the Bihor region. Ibidem, p. 293. 


Ie is true that, in the special part of his worn, Acsâdy brings many corrections to the 
figures in ibe tables after having confronted them with other tax assessments or totals 
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But even after making this correction, one does not get the total 
number of inhabitants, but only that of the fathers of families. The 
question then arises: by how much must these figures be multiplied to 
reflect the actual number of inhabitants? Acsâdy even checked this in 
15 counties, on the basis of 26 population registers or tax assessments 
where, besides rhe farher of family, the sons are also recorded, there- 
fore documents in which all the male population îs recorded. The cal- 
culațion is again very simple: by doubling the figure of the male popu- 
lation, you reach the total number of inhabitants which, if divided by 
the number of the recorded fathers of families, gives you the average 
number of members in one family. Acsâdy's results vary between 3.93 
and 9.44, therefore an average membership per household of 6.66. The 
result, compared to the average figure of today, which does not even 
total 5, looked exaggerated even to Acsâdy. But he tried to justify it by 
the frequency, higher at that time, of households wirh rwo families, 
which helped them bear the burdens more easily. He lowered, how- 
ever, the obtained average to 6, a figure that he took to be the operat- 
ing key for establishing che total number of inhabitants from that of 
the tax-assessed ones€. 

We find this result even stranger, because in Acsâdy's same work 
we read that the tax assessments usually included all male population 
over 15 years of age which, in the 1890 census, represented 63.03% of 
the total mate population, a percentage that he cuts down to 60% for 
the period under discussion. But then, suppose that in a village the 
number of tax-assessed people is 60, the calculation gives an entirely 
different result: 


60 + 40 = 100 x 2 = 200: 60 = 3.33 
The index to be applied in order to obtain the number of inhabir- 


ants is 3.33 and not 6.66. And it cannot be increased in the case of the 


from other years, but even to these he applies the same correction criterion. However, 
these corrections have only an informative character since they are seldom taken into 
account in the genera! calculatioas of the population. 


i Acsâdy, Ibidem, p. 26. 
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two-family households, because in all his calculation tables Acsâdy 
separates them, consistently considering them two distinct families. A 
question dictated by common sense arises here: how could the house- 
hold or family” recorded in the tax assessments have had an average of 
6 members, if 15-year old boys are recorded as fathers of family? 

Obviously, neither average comes close to the actual membership 
of the household or family. 

Boys of 15 and older would be recorded in the tax assessments, but 
certainly not as taxpayerst. Population registers feature records where 
20-year old youngsters are also recorded as sons of serfs. It seems that 
it was marriage that entitled a young man to be considered the father 
of a family. But this was not a general rule either, because in these 
population registers the married son was sometimes recorded beside 
the father of family, since he was living in the same household with his 
father and did not perform special duties as a serf. The two categories 
of records, the tax assessments and the population registers, pursued 
different purposes: the tax assessments were meant to keep track of 
the taxpaying subjects, the latter were meant to keep evidence of the 
subjects and their duties. This is why confrontations between the two 
are so painstaking. 

The most telling proof against his results is provided by Acsădy 
hiraself. In his concise tables under the title Nepesseg (Population) on 
pp. 284-288, he calculated the total population from 74 localities in 30 
various comitats in Hungary, as an example, by including not only 
fathers of family, their wives and children, but also other people be- 
longing to the household, such as preceptors and servants; if we only 
make a simple calculation and divide the total number of inhabirants 
by the number of fathers of families (11,621 : 2,531), che result would 
be of only 4.59. 'The census taken by Joseph ILin 1786-1787 revealed in 


7 D acd : ; 
Acsâdy does not make a clear distiction between the two very different notions. 


"The tax assessments of the Arad comitat from 1743-1746, that may he consulted, also 
recorded “Filii colonorum a 16 annis” and “Filii a 16 ann.”, but not in the same column 
with the fathers of family. Ale tax assessments published by Dr. Gheorghe Ciuhandu, 
Românii din Câmpia Aradului de acum două veacuri, Arad, 1940, Annexes I-III, pp. 
1-233. 
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Transylvania an average of 4.99, while in Hungary an average of 5.17 
per household, which is larger than the family. Checking 181h-cen- 
tury Transylvanian population registers, in the Făgăraş region for in- 
stance, with a group of 33 villages assessed in 1726, counting 1,195 
serfs and fathers of families among them, the average is 4.45. Six other 
villages in the same region feature a 4.6 average in 1680-1687. Gener- 
ally, the average figures oscillate between 4 and 5, figures that are only 
seldom exceeded in one direction or the other, of course only in small 
areas, when individually calculated and consequently cannot be taken 
as statistics. Within this framework, the average figure is all the more 
reliable as the range of figures providing it is larger. Were we to estab- 
lish a round average figure for the serf family in Transylvania, better 
said an index for the calculation of inhabitants from the number of 
those recorded in the population registers, then that is rather 4.5 than 
5:,W/e shall however continue to use the index 5, which lies at the 
basis of usual calculations, not only for the sake of a simple calcula- 
tion, as I have said before, but also because the figures we have to com- 
pare it with are also computed on that basis. Acs4dy's index of 6 îs a 
gross statistical error, because it substantially increases the figures. His 
error is however of little interest to us since it does not alter the per- 
centage ratio between the nationalities, the subject of our analysis. 

This being said, we reach the essential question: according to which 
criteria did Acsâdy make the distribution of his statistical results for 
the nationalities? We know very well that neither the tax assessments, 
nor the population registers recorded the taxpayer's nationality or at 
least his religious denomination, which might have provided a clue as 
to the former. 

It would be futile to insist on the uncertainty of establishing the 
nationality after names. Let us just mention one of the more recent 


Ă Thirring Gusztâv, Magyarorszdg nepesstge Il. Jozsef kordban, Budapest, 1938, p. 29. 

“ In the 18th century the percentage of women appeared to be smaller than at present. 
According to Joseph II's census in 1786-1787, there were 971 women to 1,000 men in 
Hungary and 964 in Transylvania. În comitets, where rural settlements prevailed, there 
were 966 women to 1,000 men in Hungary and 955 in Transylvania (Thirring, Ibidem, 
pp. 37-38). 
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Hungarian works, by a rigorous researcher, who analyses this crite- 
rion in the light of all historical and philological knowledge and of all 
scientific rigors as he applies it in the smallest comitat of Hungary, 
Ugocsa!!. So many exceptions, so many eliminarions (of the same 
names, of names given according to the people's occupations, after 
their native places etc., that cannot prove the nationality); he cut out 
almost half of the given names only to obtain uncertain enough re- 
sults for the other half. Even though this uncertainty decreases as we 
near modern times, it remains very high for the 18h century. Acsâdy 
himself gives up detailing his adopted criterion: “Is there or isn't there 
any connection between name and nationality? Could one infer 
someone's nationality from his name, or, if this can be done today, 
would it be relevant for the situation of almost two centuries ago, when 
the national idea would assert itself in an absolutely different way from 
today? All these are too serious and complex questions, whose further 
discussion is not the-object of this work”. 

As I have said, we do not need ro theoretically analyze them fur- 
ther either, but we are bound to nore, for a better understanding, the 
peculiarities of our case, peculiarities that further aggravate the uncer- 
tainty of those results. 

1. First, those relaved to the tax assessments themselves: 

a) The assessors, obviously, did not have the scruples of today re- 
garding the spelling ot names, all the more so as they did not even try 
to make any ethnic distinction among the taxpayers. And since almost 
all assessors were Hungarian, it was obviously much easier for them to 
write names, particularly common names, in their Hungarian spell- 
ing and form. All the more so as they were natives of foreign places 
and seldom knew the language of the non-Hungarian inhabitants. How 
could assessors coming from the comitats of Hont, Baranya, Pest, Bars, 
and Esztergom know the Romanian language, and who made the as- 
sessments in comitats with a large Romanian population such as rhe 
Maramureş, Solnocul de Mijloc, Crasna, Chioar, Arad, Bihor, and 
Zarand? And how reliable could they be in this regard? 


" Szab6 Istvân, Ugocsa megye, Budapest, 1937. 
p Magyarorszăg n&pessege..., p. 46. 
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b) Part of the lower strata of the population did not as yet have a 
family name, their members would be identified after their parents” 
names or after nicknames. Even when he had this name, the serf would 
rather not declare it so that he would be more difficult to identify for 
duty obligations. In order to strictly observe the directions, the asses- 
sors would choose to give them names after nicknames, native place, 
occupations, physical features or other criteria, in their language of 
course. "This would particularly hold true for the Romanians. They 
did not yet have two names; it was a fact noticed by Acsâdy himself. 
He alleged that this was due to their low standard of civilization and 
he informs us about the way assessors proceeded in such situations: 
“In the tax assessments, each tax payer had to be entered with his exact 
name and forename. In order to abide by this order, the assessors would 
baptize people on the spot. 'The day worker was named Napszâmos, 
the blacksmith was named Kovâcs, etc. They afterwards entered these 
names in the village population registers, which thus became full of 
Hungarian names”. It was easier for the Romanians to avoid the as- 
sessments. 

2. Still more aggravating is the merhod adopted in this work to 
classify names. Or, better said, the complete lack of metbod in such an 
uncertain field. Ar least Acsâdy does not mention any, nor does he 
mention any criterion for the classification of names or distinction 
among them. The classification criteria seem to have been but the ba- 
sic ones: the spelling, the form and especially bias. Such shorcomings 
are all the more harmful asince the classification is neither the work of 
a specialist (Acsâdy was not a philologist), nor that of a single person. 
Hundreds of thousands of names had to be classified, and the under- 
taking, exceeded the capacity of only one person, so that it was en- 
trusted ro the Statistics Office. Who could guarantee that this office 
took the pains to judge each name carefully? Or that it could make at 
least an elementary distinction among the forms? 

We wonder how the Office for Statistics would have gone about 
establishing the nationality of the people listed below: 


” Ibidem, p. 340. See also p. 317. 


39 


Georgius Barabas Georg Fiilep Joannes Barabas 


Georgius Hepes Mâte Vonya Mihael Barabas 
Ladislaus Barabas Atyim Mihâly Mate Todor 
Szakâts Vaszi Demeter Barabas Mihael Molnăr 
Ladislaus Atyim Joannes Reszketă Beres Kosztin 
Elias Barabas Joannes Atyim Nyisztor Josi 
Hepes Gabor Joannes Barabas Pakulâr Gligor 


Georgius Reszketi 


We are most certain that half of these persons would have been 
considered Hungarian. Especially if the list was known to have come 
from a Szekler region. Nonetheless, his is the list of Romanian bonds- 
men (non-united to the Church of Rome) from the village of Murgeşti 
(Nyârâdszentbenedek) in Mureş County, reproduced from Investigatio 
Valachorum Disunitorum in Processu Nydrddgalfalviensi Inclitae Sedis 
Siculicalis Marus repertorum anno 1783, die... Mensis Novembris per acta!. 

Under the circumstances, the results cannot possibly surprise us. 

Thus, in the Maramureş, with Ruthenians in the North, and Ro- 
manians in the South (the homeland of che founders of Moldavia) there 
were: 68.71% Ruthenians, 25.69% Hungarians and only 5.23% Roma- 
nians, in Solnocul de Mijloc (present-day Sălaj) 72.64% Hungarians 
and only 27.17% Romanians. In Crasna, 76.72% Hungarians and only 
22.46% Romanians. În the land of Chioar, though the assessors note 
that “populus praeter solam posessionem Berkesz sine exceptions ex valachis 
constaret”, the census further puts down 71.15% Romanians and 
27.65% Hungarians. The 1723 land book of Careii Mari featured among 
residences an “olâh parochia”, yet the tables of the inscription do noi 
show even one Romanian. În Sătmar, the result is 87.83% Hungarians, 
9.68% Romanians, and in the Bihor 88.45% Hungarians and 11.17% 
Romanians. "These counties were only partially integrated into the 
Romanian State, the relationship remaining disastrous. 

The recapitulatio table is even more unfavourable in point of ra- 

tios. Thus, in Sătmar the Romanians represent only 7.92% and in the 


" Traian Popa, Documente privitoare la trecutul românilor din vechiul scaun al Mureșului, 
Târgu-Mureș, n.a., p. 19. See the entire list of Romanians listed similary on pp. 8-33. 
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Bihor 9.88%. When computing a percentage according to the tables of 
1715, the results appear far worse: in Sătmar 6.33%, in the Bihor only 
3.78%. As to these, here are the propontions of Romanians in the parts 
allotred to Romania in the two comitatuses in 1930: in Sătmar 60.5% 
(68.4% in the country), in the Bihor 61.6% (70.4% in the country). 
The situation of Hungarians in Sătmar looked like this: 25.2% (20% 
in the country), in the Bihor, 30.0% (in the country 23.8%). By a simple 
computation, for the 16 Romanian villages of Sărmar, contained by 
the Land of Oaș, there results a more than surprising proportion of 
Hungarians: 73.41% in 1715, and 83.96% in 1720, where in 1930 they 
represented merely 14.0% of the population. Wit the belp of such data, 
the immigration theory vas quite easy to sustain. 

In conformity with the computations of Acsâdy, there existed a 
Romanian majority only in the counties of Arad and Zarand: in Arad, 
76.61% Romanians to 6.98% Hungarians, and in Zarand, 88.40% Ro- 
manians to 11.52% Hungariansi5. 

Even more amazing, appear the results in the cases where the asses- 
sors note the nationality of the villages assessed, which Acsâdy “in 
order to avoid the slightest hint of a biased approach”! — marks with 
an asterisk in the tables. For instance, in Solnocul de Mijloc, in zhe 
year 1720, 46 villages are thus marked as Romanian, or predominantly 
Romanian and yet, after drawing a balance sheet of the distribution by 
nationalities in tbe relevant tables, it results that 52.4% are Romanian 
and 47.6% are Hungarian, which means that the Romanians and the 
Hungarians in these villages are nearly equal in number. The Comitatus 
Ugocsa also featured in is South-eastern part an area named O/4hsâg; 
yet the tables indicate no Romanians. 

As it seems, the other nationalities are not better off in this re- 
spect. In Comitatus Szabolcs, the censors mark 33 of 126 villages as 
being entirely Ruthenian, yet the ratio is 99.70% Hungarians to only 
0.30% Ruthenians”. Acsâdy's observation that in such cases Roma- 


Ibidem, pp. 47, 299, 397. 
* Ibidem, p. 340. 
“ Ibidem, p. 369. 
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nian or Ruthenian points more to a de jure state of law instead to the 
nationality of the villages could be partly true, but not to the extent 
that it becomes a denial of the global ethnic character that has given 
the name ro a de jure state of law. The arbitrary nature of things re- 
mains obvious. They are simple considerations that in such situations 
cannot pass for certitude. 

These anomalies could not possibly have been ignored by Acsâdy. 
Towards the end of his work, when he analyzes the state of each 
comitatus, town or administrative unit, he admits, for example, that 
in Comitatus Bihor the tables, drawn up by the criteria of names, “do 
not render exactly the ethnic ratios. The number of Romanians was 
incomparably larger than that of the Romanian family names”. Re- 
minding us again of the absence of a constant family name with the 
Romanians, still nomads, and of the procedures used by Hungarian 
census takers in such cases, Acsâdy himself shows some doubt as to 
“the ratio bevween the nationalities in the Bihor that could have been 
more favourable then to the Hungarians than today [1896] when the 
Romanians make up two-fifths of the total population of the co- 
mitatus”!8. In Solnocul de Mijloc, where the statistics indicated only 
27.17% Romanians, he admitted they could very well have accounted 
for about half of the population in the comitatus. But, by the criterion 
of family names, they had been recorded in the lists as Hungarians, 
“in conformity with the method used”*. Such inconsitencies proved 
too obvious even for Acsâdy, who had to make amends for the use of 
this “rigorous” method. Thus, in his general computation he took the 
liberty of increasing the percentage of Romanians in Hungary (out- 
side Transylvania) from 3.43% to 5%2%. But he does not tell us whether 
this estimation included the population of the Banat (comitatuses Caraş- 
Severin, Timiş and Torontal), which, as shown clearly in Hungarian 
historiography, consisted, at the end of Turkish domination, when it 
fell under Hungarian rule, entirely of Romanians and Serbs. In any 


“ Ibidem, p. 317. 
” Ibidem, p. 340. 
” Ibidem, p. 49. 
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case, in the ratio between nationalities the Hungarian population was 
of no account; Acsâdy renounces any effort to mention it on the grounds 
that it cannot be classified even approximately?!. Only in the general 
count of Hungary's population? is it featured with the modest figure 
of 30,000, accepted, as we have seen, by Szekfii as well. 

We will not provide further details. The examples so far are suffi- 
cient, we believe, to prove the “reliabiliy” of the statistics in the rel- 
evant works, 

These observations are valid especially for Hungary; for Transyl- 
vania, the statistics are based on less material and more uncertainty. 

1. First and foremost, for the simple reason that the two big tax 
assessments of 1715 and 1720, with their deta:led instructions, did not 
include Transylvania. It is true that tax assessments existed in Transyl- 
vania as well, a great number of them; in some administrative units 
they occurred in a series over a period of two decades, almost every 
year beginning in 17152. Asa rule, rhey were made by delegates of rhe 
country's three constitutional nations, a Hungarian, a Transylvanian 
Saxon, and a Szekler. 'The greatest disadvantage of these assessments is 
that they cannot be placed in synchronic order, valid for the entire 
country. The statistical picture of Transylvania had o be reconstructed 
from diverse assessments, spanning a period of time between 1713 and 
1727. For the region of Sibiu, che tables are drawn up according to an 
assessment made in 1698. And not even each administrative unit was 
assessed entirely in the same year. Ofren, assessment of one part of a 
comitatus bears one date, while the assessment of another part has 
another date. For example, the assessment for the lower Comitatus 
Cluj, used in the tables, dates from 1713, while the one for the upper 
Comitatus Cluj dates from 1720; one for Lower Târnava from 1720, 
and that of Upper Târnava from 1715. The assessment made in 
Comitatus Turda dates from 1724, while the one in Hunedoara from 

1727. "These numerous, disparate assessments were in fact quite un- 


“ Ibidem , p. 51. 
3 Ibidem, p. 40. 


B y : S i 
Preserved in the State Archives of Budapest, in the collection “Assessments”, 
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equal; the choice was not at all easy. Acsâdy selected those that seemed 
more complete. 'Though he deems the Transylvanian assessments to 
be, by and large, more thorough than the ones in Hungary?, he is 
sceptical about the value of the data in his tables for his intended pur- 
pose: “For the respective year and for the elements of the population 
which they include, these dara do contain, without a doubt, many 
lessons. Nonetheless, they are unfit to be used in computing the entire 
population of Transylvania in a certain year”35. “The data in the tables 
are complete as regards the number and name of the communes, but, 
unhappily, from any other vantage they are widely sparse.”2 For all 
this, he draws up a total, avails himself of the results thereof when he 
deems adequate, and derives from them the results he thinks useful. 
To establish rhe final figure of the population he never uses these data, 
but a compilation from 1721, discovered in the State Archives. This 
contains all the totals of the taxpayers by administrative units, for the 
whole of Transylvania and on the same date?. Thus, Acsâdy reaches 
wwo different figures for the total of Transylvanian tax payers, one de- 
rived from the said compilation = which, in keeping with the plan of 
his work, he maintains up to 1721 - and the other from the tables, 
which he situates in 1715. By mere coincidence, since the partial totals 
are different from one row to another?, the two general totals are 
surprinsingly close : 96,000 families in 1715 and 96,498 in 1721. Un- 
der the circumstances, this coincidence enables one to draw no con- 
clusion on the assessments. 

2. The Transylvanian assessments are not drawn up according to 
common norms, i.e. according to the same tax amount, and therefore 
do not feature the same omissions. Acsâdy himself applies different 
growth indices for each of the political and administrative subdivi- 
sions; for comitatus, he maintains an index of 50% in Hungary, while 


z Magyaronzdg nepessege..., p. 20. 
” Ibidem, p. 451. 

“ Ibidem, p. 452. 

ze Ibidem, p. 451. 

ca Ibidem, p. 35. 
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for the Szeklers he reduces the index to 33.3% and for the Imperial 
lands to about 20%. A differentiation was indeed necessary. The Szeklers 
and the Imperial Lands each had their own separate tax assessment 
system. În any event, they were lands of free people, with more wealth 
to their name, and, implicitly, a heavier tax burden. The question is 
whether the indices applied are just. Once again they are only relative. 
For Transylvania, Acsâdy no longer resorted to the tests made for 
Hungary to determine the proportion of people left out; he sertled 
only for simple considerations. 'Thus, the greatest disadvantage of the 
said indices is their rigid and consistent application to unequal assess- 
ments, even in cases when there is positive proof that they are not true 
to reality; for example, the assessments made on the Imperial Lands in 
which Acsâdy knows for sure there were no omissions. Likewise, those 
relating to comitatus, where omissions exceed 100%. (Even for equal 
assessments, one could ask whar decisive power = apt to justify an 
entire theory - could a difference of approximately 9% have in the pro- 
portions of Romanians at that time, compared with the present, if it is 
the result of figures which one obtained originally by adding 20-50% 
in order to come closer to reality?) 

3. The greatest shortcoming of the Transylvanian assessments as 
compared with the Hungarian ones lies in that tbey on/y partially con- 
tain the names of the tax payers. Of the 96,660 tax payers represented in 
the tables, only 48,039 are also featured by name in the assessments, in 
other words less than half. The names for the entire land of the Szeklers 
are missing, as well as for the regions of Sebeş, Orăştie, Nocrich, and 
the district of Bârsa. What disturbs us most is tthat names are also 
missing from comitatuses with the largest Romanian majorities; e.g. 
they are entirely absent for comitatuses of Cluj, Târnava and Turda, 
and only parily present for Solnocul Interior and Dăbâca. The only 
exceptions are the comitatuses of Alba, Făgăraș, and Hunedoara. These 
ommissions compel Acsâdy again to resort, to complete his presenta- 
tion, to sources other than those provided in the tables. Unfortunately, 
these are not presented, and often not even mentioned - nor are expla- 
nations provided in the special, final pan of the work - he merely 
assures us that they come from the same time period as those included 
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in the tables and they provide a reliable supplement to fill in the gaps. 
Thus, Acsâdy produces a third figure for the tax-paying population in 
Transylvania, 95,565. This figure is very close to the other two, which 
gives a veneer of objectivity and reliabiliry ro his computations. We 
have seen previously just how reliable his methods are and we will 
continue to expose the flaws by examining other examples. 

The consequences of these methods for the Romanians obviously 
could not be, under the circumstances, more favourable than in Hun- 
gary. On the contrary: 

2) The ratio of poor Romanians and those exempt from taxes in 
Transylvania was even larger than in Hungary. This can be inferred 
from the urban assessments as well as from the property estimations 
in the tax assessment tables, which in regions with large Romanian 
majorities are usually lower%, coinciding with the lower social and 
economic status of the population. 

b) Most of these people lived in comitatuses, as serfs, where they 
had fewer economic means and greater possibilities of evasion, this 
being made even easier by the landed nobility. Whereas in the Szekler 
region or in the Imperial Lands everyone was assessed, and the interest 
lay in having the tax levied on a larger population, so that the com- 
mon task of paying it could be made easier, in Transylvania the tax- 
„exempt nobles were interested in granting as many tax exemptions as 
possible, in order ro derive for themselves the maximum profit from 
their subjects. 

€) In Transylvania, many more Romanians than in Hungary lived 
in the mountains, in economically unprosperous places, far removed 
from the interference of state officials. Hence, the absence of tax as- 
sessment and wide-spread tax evasion. More often than not, tax asses- 
sors did not even go in person to the sertlements scattered throughout 
the mountains. They were content to obtain data from servants of he 
landowners orfrom the village judges. 

d) As:de from this, the absence from assessments is also explained 
by the theory, if it is true, chat the Romanians were a more mobile 


vide, p. 57. 


46 


population, an unstable element, unsettled, seminomadic which, natu- 
rally, was bound to be missing from the assessments. Putting them in 
the same category with the Hungarians in matters of absenteeism, it 
would be logical to say that the Hungarians are just as unstable, un- 
sertled, and semi-nomadic. The theory assumed a twofold task: keep- 
ing the Hungarians at the highest level in point of quality, but also 
numerically! 

All these facts lead us ro the conclusion that, even if the rates of 
increase in the case of omissions were correct, not all the nationalities 
could equally benefit from rhem. For example, let us say that in an 
administrative unit 50% of the assessed population was Hungarian 
and 50% Romanian. To make up for the absences in the statistical data, 
the number ought to be increased by 50%. In this 50% increase, the 
Hungarians, no doubt, should not be estimated in equal proportion 
with the Romanians, but in a smaller ratio, because the Romanians, 
for the reasons shown above, are more likely to be omitted from the 
official statistics, If for the Imperial Lands, for instance, omissions 
amount to 20% of the population, who could doubt that the Roma- 
nians, given the living conditions of most of them in the area, do not 
account for a larger part of these omissions than the Saxons, settled on 
the best lands and enjoying all the economic advantages possible? 
Nonetheless, Acsâdy holds rigorously on to his methods. 

After these general observations, it may be redundant to go into 
more details. In fact, it would be a burden to continue writing about 
these self-obvious anomalies. We will only provide the results on the 
percentages for nationalities that are of interest to us here and supply 
some characteristic examples of the way these results were obtained. 

The first computation is made by Acsâdy after the reduced num- 
ber of names featured in the assessments. Thus, the results for Roma- 
nians throughout Transylvania is 58.54% (81.22% in comitatuses, 
35.74% on Imperial Lands; for the Szekler region the names are ab- 
sent.) 

This result could not possibly be valid. Not even half of the tax 
payers were named in the assessments used in the tables and conse- 
quently, Acsâdy had to resort to supplementary sources. How does he 
go aboucit? 
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For the comitatuses of Cluj, Târnava, and Turda, where names were 
entirely absent, he says in the special part of his work only this: “The 
population not being listed by names, data are not available” and con- 
sequently, he made computations “according to contemporary sources”, 
The result of these computations was the reduction of the proportion 
of Romanians in these comitatuses from 81.22%, as obtained by names 
in the tax assessments, to 73.57%. 

The comitatuses of that period naturally do not coincide with the 
present-day counties (1944), even if they bear the same names. În their 
make-up they took after the feudal domains, leaving aside the Szekler 
or Saxon regions with a special de jure status. In this case, the Roma- 
nians in the comitatuses should have represented relatively larger pro- 
portions than in the present-day counties. It is interesting to list side 
by side the percentages for Romanians in the 1721 comitatuses and in 
the counties of 1930: 


1721 1930 1930 

countryside 

Solnocul Interior 81.78 77.5 81.04 
Dăbâca 78.45 

Alba 71.03 81.5 85.7 

Făgăraș 87.87 78.3 80.7 

Hunedoara 93.75 82.0 86.1 

Cluj 69.30 60.9 73.5 

Târnava 50.92 53.9 54.9 

Turda 62.98 74.4 78.7 


All this entitles us to believe that these proportions must be smaller 
than the real figures. We can infer, therefore, that at least for this area 
the ratio of Romanians in 1721 must have been not smaller, as the 
theory claims, but larger than today (1944). 

As for the Szekler region, Ascâdy rounds off the figures according 
to fragments from the assessments (Ciuc, Trei Scaune, where he at- 
tributes 5% to the Romanians) or to computations after other “sources” 
or “contemporary data” (the regions of Arieş and Mureș), while the 
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region of Odorhei he deems to be 100% Hungarian. By making a to- 
tal, the proportion of Romanians in the Szekler lands amounts to only 
6.62 %. Today (1944) the ratio of Romanians in the Szekler region, on 
the same territories, exceeds 15%. 

Acsâdy rounds off the figures for the regions of Orăştie, Sebeş, 
Nocrich, reduced from the Imperial Lands, arriving thus at the final 
result of 40.27% Romanians vs. 39.92% Saxons and 20.47% Hungar- 
ians. 

“The strictness of the method” it seems, has inflated the percent- 
age of Hungarians again. For the seat of Cohalm, Acsâdy remarks: “In 
reality rhe number of Romanians must been larger, because among 
those whom the assessors name Romanian jeleri (peasants with little 
or no land at all) there are surprisingly many with Hungarian names...” 
“Bur we strictly follow the names”, he assures us one again, “of the 
1713 assessment.” 'Thus, for this seat he comes to the following figures: 
51.85% Hungarians, 34.16% Saxons and 13.99% Romanians%. 

Let us now take a closer look at a case that is characteristic for 
Acsâdy's procedures and for the reliability of his tools. It is the land of 
Făgăraş for which there are other assessments available than those used 
by him = in other words, we can check up on his estimates - and which 
is one of the most Romanian-dominated lands of Transylvania. 

For Făgăraș, Acsâdy uses an assessment from 1713, which, he main- 
tains, “is not only among the most eminent, but is also exemplarily 
scrupulous”*!. In this model assessment there are listed 1,830 names of 
families, so that Acsâdy may draw the relationships between nation- 
alities without the inconveniences common to other units : 


Romanians 87.87% 
Hungarians 12.02% 
Serbs and Croats 0.11% 


” ibidem, p. 50, 472. 
= Ibidem, p. 455. 
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În the general table of the population meant to provide final re- 
sults%?, he puts down the figure of 1,830 under the year 1715, and un- 
der the year 1721 he writes down, obviously, the total figure for 1721, 
which is 3,764, i.e. more than twice the sum in the model assessment! 
By making a total of che figures in this assessment, the result obtained 
is 3,781. 'The difference is only 17, which may be caused by a mere 
miscalculation. We do not doubt that from this assessment the total 
figure for the year 1721 can be deduced, i.e. 3,764, more than double 
the figure in the model assessment! This total must be the result of the 
Făgăraş assessment of 1721-1722, to which Acsâdy's above-mentioned 
appreciation may be attached with more accuracy, no doubt. The tax 
assessors endeavoured. to put the burden on more people, they even 
took pains to have everybody listed in the tax assessment tables, in- 
cluding the tax-exempt. Seemingly, the assessment is meant to be as 
complete as possible, i.e. to fearure all the population de jure bound ro 
pay fiscal obligations : boyars, priests, tax-exempt persons, serfs, jeleri, 
widows, homeless, etc. 'The omissions must be negligible. This is cor- 
roborated by rhe later assessments of the Romanians. 

Here is the evolution of the population: 


Acsâdy Tables 1,830 families, 

1721 3,764 

1733 4,126 

1750 23,101 Romanians 
1760-1762 6,068 familias (Romanians) 


As of 1721, the demographic evolution may be deemed normal. 

Let us proceed to a more concrete test. Take, for example, the 32 
villages for which there are complete assessment registers from 1726 
and which also appear in other assessments. The evolution is the fol- 
lowing: 


“ Ibidem, p. 35. 
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Acsâdy Table 744 families 


41721 1,727 

1726 1,724 8 

1733 2,092 

1750 11,383 individuals 
1760-1762 3,406 families 


This leads to the same conclusion: the 1721 figure contains nearly 
all the population (families). Nonerheless, Acsâdy, in conformity with 
his method, increases it by 50% and muliplies the result by 6 (3,764 + 
1,882 = 5,646 x 6), to obtain 33,876 individuals. Renouncing the rel- 
evant method, the real population of he territory cannot exceed (3,764 
x 4,5) 17,000. We refer, of course, to the population that is not exempt 
from fiscal obligarions. The nobles, the clerks, rhe non-Romanian 
priests, the land bailiffs and other tax-exempt persons de jure that should 
be added do not represent a significant figure and are not included in 
Acsâdy's data, who makes due rectification of their names only in the 
general computation, increasing the number of individuals to 34,077%. 

Here is a case when the figures seem to be in favour of the Roma- 
nians. The population of Făgăraș, a land that is Romanian par excel- 
lence, is enhanced. But this is only an appearance, for the distribution 
of nationalities was made starting from the names of the 1,830 taxpay- 
ers featured in the tables. 'The surplus only boosts the general total of 
the population. The Romanians benefit thereof only in proportion 
with rheir percentage: 48.28%, if we consider the total for Transylva- 
nia, and 19.17%, if we take the total for Transylvania and Hungary 
together. Instead, if the smaller figure for the 1713 assessment had been 
replaced by the one of 1721 in the compilation of the nationality ratio, 
this difference alone could have raised the percentage of the Roma- 
nians in Transylvania to 50%. Alongside all is disadvantages, the Acsâdy 
method presents the unmistakable quality of putting the Hungarians 
at an advantage in all situations. 


” The low figure of 1726 is explained by the large number of runaway serfs. 
” Ibidem, p. 37. 
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Its benefits may extend even further for, after a consideration of 
the distribution of the nationalities of the 1,830 tax payers, we learn 
that 220 of them are Hungarian, 2 are Serbo-Croatian(!), and 1,608 
Romanian. The tables tell us about the origin of this proportion of 
Hungarians (12.02%). 'They come from the town of Făgăraș, where 
there are listed 118 Hungarians, 2 Serbo-Croatians and only 17 Roma- 
nians, and from the village of Șercaia, 91 of whose inbabitants are Hun- 
garians and only 6 Romanians. The other Hungarian figures are negli- 
gible. Glancing at the 1721 assessment, which is also nominal, we can 
see that besides Hungarian and Romanian names, in the town of Făgăraș 
there are a number of German names, and that there is a district there 
(Cinta- Vadkert) inhabired mainly by Saxons. In Micu's assessment, for 
the 17 Romanians in the table we can find 185. We also know that at 
Făgăraș there existed a guild of Romanian tanners. In other words, the 
method is very simple ; the town is considered Hungarian and conse- 
quently all the Hungarian names (very often denoting only a trade in 
the language of the assessors) and the German ones are given as Hun- 
garian. We do not know what to say about the village of Șercaia, which 
is a Saxon village and includes no Hungarian names in the 1721 assess- 
ment. (The number of those assessed in this way in that year was suill 
97. Of them, 10 bear Romanian names, and the rest Saxon names.) 
Can this be a mere mistake? Possibly. Or could it be that the assessor 
was seduced by the Hungarian name of the village, S4rkâny, as it is 
usually listed in the assessments? Anyway, by eliminating the Saxons 
of Şercaia from the number of Hungarians, the latter's proportion in 
the land of Făgăraş drops from 12.02 % to 7.4 %. If we continued to 
make reductions not only for Saxons but also for Romanians in the 
town Of Făgăraș, the percentage of Hungarians in the land would be- 
come insignificant. 

After so many telling examples one can easily understand the final 
balance of nationalities in 1721 historical Transylvania: 


Hungarians 38.09% 
Germans 15.62% 
Romanians 48.28% 
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The much craved-after result was again obtained: in Transylvania, 
the Romanians were not an absolute majority in 1721, but only a relative 
majority. 

The result was obtained for the figures non-augmented by the quo- 
tas established for omissions = which, as we have seen, are different for 
each of the three political subdivisions of Transylvania: the comitatuses, 
the Szekler territory, the Imperial Lands. Here too the procedure proves 
beneficial, because by first making the adjustments the proportion of 
Romanians would rise to 50.02%, and would exceed a point it should 
not. 

The thing left to do is to introduce into these results adjusrments 
for the names of the nobility and the priesthood missing from the 
assessments, which Acsâdy deems to be 90% Hungarian, and we have 
the final balance for Transylvania and Hungary taken together în 1721! 


Absolute Figures % 
Hungarians 1,161,208 45.49 
Germans 338,471 13.26 
Slovaks, Ruhtenians 454,699 17.82 
Serbs and Croats 108,727 4.26 
Romanians 489,493 19.17 


“This was approximately the ethnic picture of present-day Hun- 
gary at the time preceding massive immigrations, and large-scale colo- 
nizations. In 1720, this immigration had already started, but it was 
not yet organised and methodically guided. Therefore, it influenced 
the existing national relationships berween the local peoples only to a 
small degree, and they changed very lile from the previous centu- 
ries, "5 

In other words, immigration is the final conclusion of Acsâdy's 
work 100, the same large-scale immigration that Jancs6 Benedek had 
postulated, which took a foremost place in his writings. He refers to it 
on every possible occasion, under various forms: stealing away, infil- 


” Ibidem, p. 51. 
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tration, continuous waves, massive immigration or even with the sur- 
prising word combination “massive infiltration” (zâmeges beszivdrgăs!). 
The Romanians make up most of these incessant waves sweeping over 
the friendly land of Hungary, most of this “immigration which at dif- 
ferent times, from different countries and seemingly uninterruptedly, 
has rushed upon us from the West or from the East, from the South 
and from the North. As soon as peace and quiet settled inside Hun- 
gary in the past (18th) century, immigrants started coming over from 
all parts, just as it bas bappened in our own century in North America. 
Endless stretches of land, extremely fertile, were waiting for labour to 
turn them to account, to win them over to the economy. 

From the West there came frequent groups of Germans. From the 
East and the South, there infiltrated incessantly the Romanian immigra- 
tion which, over the years bas largely contributed to the multiplication of 
tbe population. From the North there came the Jews, from the South 
the Serbians and other Balkan peoples; Armenians and Greeks were 
looking for a new homeland, thus greatly enhancing the number of 
inhabitants. The history of these immigrations, partly systematic colo- 
nizations, has not yet been written. But the fact is known that numer- 
ous people settled here and that the population of Hungary from 1721 
(che text mistakenly gives the date as 1712) onwards was greatly aug- 
mented with the help of European immigrants”*. 

Where did these foreign peoples, these countless throngs, settle, in 
their ceaseless onrush into the hospitable Hungarian land? According 
to the ethnic ratios obtained from the relevant theory, it would seem 
that they sertled mainly in Transylvania. But it was not so, since, judg- 
ing by Acsâdy's computations, the Transylvanian population between 
1720 and 1890 was increasing at a considerably lower rate than that of 
Hungary. The population growth of the wo countries between the 
two dates, expressed in percentages, was the following”: 


1720-1787 1720-1890 
Transylvania 79.49% 176.85% 
Hungary 272.56% 602.50% 


” Ibidem, pp. 40, 41. 
” Ibidem, p. 40. 
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In other words, the demographic evolution of 'Transylvania's popu- 
lation was considerably below the average, far from exceeding the natu- 
ral growth rate that could justify the immigration conclusion. Com- 
parative data in this case would point to the opposite conclusion. 

Was this immigration more characteristic of Hungary? Judging by 
the data, it does not seem so, because in Hungary the proportion of 
Hungarians between the two dates was not on the decrease, but on the 
increase, in relation to the other nationalities. Or did Hungarians im- 
migrate too? There remains only one explanation: a massive displace- 
ment of the Hungarian population from Transylvania to Hungary; 
yet, the theory does not expound such a movement. Such displace- 
ments could have occurred, no doubr, but they were fully compen- 
sated for by a reverse movement connected to the administration, the 
institutions, the population etc. The figures, as they are, do not ex- 
clude, obviously, a continuous onrush of foreign peoples into the 
Hungarian land, as maintained by che theory, but only on condition 
that it was compensated for by an ever larger reverse movement. An on- 
rush still ro be proven. 

The matter of this endless invasion of forergn peoples gets to be even 
more confusing when one compares it to the final balance sheet of the 
statistical evolution of the ethnic groups in Hungary (together with 
Transylvania) bevween 1720 and 1890, sustained by Acsâdy on the basis 
of his own computations*. 


1720 1840 1890 
Hungarians 45.49% 45.98% 52.63%5 
Germans 13.26% 11.41% 11.64% 
Slovaks, Ruhtenians 17.82% 20.07% 16.45% 
Serbs, Croats 4.26% 6.61% . 2.98% 
Romanians 19.17% 15.46% 14.81% 
Others - 0.47% 1,49% 


” Ibidem, p. 51. 


” In 1910 the percentage of Hungarians calculated by their own statistics was 54.5%, 
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An invasion of foreign peoples? Strange, zzben re proportion of all 
these peoples in 1890 îs, without exception, under the 1720 level, except for 
the percentage of the Hungarians! The figures for some point to an in- 
crease - there must have been migrations = as well as to decreases. The 
proportion of Hungarians does not rise before 1840, but it is not on 
the decline either. Acsădy himself must note that, despite the immi- 
grations “as regards the country and the population as a wwbole, no essen- 
tial changes can be noted”. Some of the nationalities have increased or 
diminished by one or two per cent, yet “he ratio of Magyars in com- 
parison with non-Magyars ... has remained the same'*. And this when 
only ten pages before! he was alarmed by the massive invasions of 
foreign peoples into the Hungarian lands. An endless immigration, 
similar to that in North America and nevertheless nothing changes! 
Or maybe it does, for, in keeping with his figures, there is a change in 
favour of the Hungarians! 

A massive immigration of Romanians? But their proportion, even 
ben using such computing methods, is constantly decreasing, even de- 
clining by as much as a fourth, when compared with 1720! 

A lop-sided increase of Hungarians through the denationalization 
of others? Yet, programmed denationalization is of recent date, and 
previous, empirical asssimilations occurred mutually, according to a 
natural demographic chemistry which in regions with mixed popula- 
tions usually worked in favour of the majority. A Hungarian-type as- 
similation was possible pre-eminently in towns and cities where the 
Romanians made up a small proportion of the population. Assimila- 
tion by school or social positions could not be more significant either. 
Acsâdy himself complains of the ground lost by Hungarians, mean- 
while: “Assimilations were operated during the rule of the guilds, but 
on all too narrow a scale; they extended mostly to those categories of 
the population which, by being ennobled, rose to increase the ranks of 
the privileged group. Only that this growth, insignificant in itself, could 


i Magyarorszdg nepessege..., p. 51. 
“ Ibidem, pp. 40, 41. 
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not fil! the gaps created for the Magyar by the Slovakization and Ro- 
manization of the multitudes outside the strongholds of the country's 
constitution”2, 

Could it be a question ofthe Hungarians being more prolific? There 
is no proof of this. On the contrary, the nationalities are characterized 
as being so. And the Romanians are singled out in that respect. Even if 
we did not know the faces, the theory itself, as we have seen, keeps on 
reminding us of this. The Hungarians, as they themselves assure us, 
stood for civilization, forming the greatest part of the town bourgeoi- 
sie, the nobility, and the clerks, none of whom boasts of such a virtue; 
civilization is not in a direct relationship with fertiliry. For them, the 
Romanians were just ista barbara et prolifica natio. 

Couid it be that the Romanians were less hard hit by the calamities 
of wars? 

The only explanation left is that the percentage of Hungarians in 
the new data is not real. Could this be the case? 

All chis impressive display of statistics that are extremely favourable 
to the Hungarians could not prove other than the opposite of what 
the author had in mind: that the percentage of peoples in Hungary în 
1720 was more unfavourable to the FHungarians than in 1890, that dur- 
ing the period the Romanians could bave been rather emigrating than 
immigrating and that it was not tbe Romanians in Transylvania, but the 
Hungarians in Hungary at that date that made up a relative, a very rela- 
tive majority. 

It is not the absolute majority of the Romanians in Transylvania 
but of the Hungarians in Hungary that seems to be of recent date. 
Very recent date, in fact: it is shown only in the latest censuses and 
only to exceed slighily the limit of 50% required by the nationality 
principle for the foundation of the modern state, even before being 
touched by erhnic realities. 

It is not our concern here to show that there was an absolute ma- 
jority of Hungarians in Hungary before the Great War broke out. Our 
major interest is to study the grounds of this vast statistical work and 


“ Ibidem, p. 51. 
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see how it holds up to a careful examination. Perhaps not even all the 
proofs mentioned above were necessary to demonstrate the case in 
point. It would have been sufficient to make a simple comparison be- 
tween its final figures and those provided by the general censuses from 
1787 onwards, in other words to reproduce the recapitulative table of 
the work of the latest authorized demographer, Thirring Gusztăv, that 
part which demonstrates the evolution of Hungary's population be- 
tween 1720 and 1910%. We have not done so from the beginning be- 
cause we decided to challenge Acsâdy's conclusions using his own com- 


putations. 
Here is the scale: 
1720 
Hungary 1,717,861 


Transylvania“ 864,737 
Croatia 

Frontier lands 

Total 


1787 
6,467,829 
1,440,986 

647,017 
709,353 
9,265,185 


1850 1910 


9,290,483  15,306,220 
2,073,737 2,908,507% 
868,456 2,671,760% 
958,877 
13,191,553  20,886,487 


To round off the picture, ler us compute the growth percentages 


from one date to another: 


1720-1787 
Hungary 276,5% 
Transylvania 66,6% 
Croatia - 
Frontier lands 
Together 


1787-1850 


43,6% 
43,9% 
34,2% 
35,1% 
42,3% 


1850-1910 
64,7% 
40,2% 

207,7% 


58,3% 


“Thirring Gusztâv, Magyararszdg ndpessăge II, Jzsef kordban, Budapest, 1938. 
“ The comitatuses of Solnocul de Mijloc, Crasna and Zarand have also been included 


in the calcularions. 
i Together with the Comitatus Sălaj. 


it Together with Fiume. 
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Hungary's population is calculated, as we can see, for relatively 
equal periods, varying between 60 and 67 years. Only one look at this 
growth scale and we can readily perceive the anomaly. While Hungary”'s 
population between 1787 and 1910, during 123 years of normal demo- 
graphic evolution, slightly more than doubled, between 1720 and 1787 
- in only 67 years = it increased well over three times! 

The anomaly appears even more striking if we take the respective 
figures separately. 

The figures for Transylvania, in their evoluion, do not record any 
remarkable increase; they do not exceed the limits of a possible natu- 
ral evolution, possibly even a decline. Here too it can be noted that che 
growth percentage is quite high for the period berween 1720 and 1787, 
barring a computation error, This growth in itself may be normal. But 
in comparison with later increases, it could arouse two other supposi- 
tions: one is that of an immigration and the other is that the 1720 
figure is smaller than in reality. Judging by what we have seen so far, 
we tend to believe the latter possibility. Anyway, demograpbically, the 
evolution is possible without immigrations. Reverting to the theory un- 
der discussion, we must note once again that the evolution of the 
Transylvanian population, according to the figures given by the theory, 
has been continuously on the vise since 1720 (the 1910 figure also in- 
cludes the frontier population of Transylvania, therefore the growth 
percentage berween 1850 and 1910 should be even lower), which points 
again to emigration and not immigration. 

The biggest anomaly is represented by the figures for Hungary. 
While its population after 1787 is constantly growing, it needs nearly 
110 years to double, while in only 67 years, between 1720 and 1787 it 
increased by four hundred percentl Certainly this is a demographic im- 
possibility. Thirring accepts it, using the same explanation: immigra- 
tion. Yet this immigration, in order to cause the existing population to 
nearly double, must have been tremendous. Naturally, peoples could 
have come. But what about the Hungarians” number increasing at the 
same rate? Maybe they came from Transylvania? Bu, even if all the 
inhabitants had immigrated to Hungary, they still could not have ac- 
counted for the massive population growth. (În 1720 Acsâdy estimates 
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the number of Hungarians in Transylvania to be approximately 
290,000.) The conclusion is obvious: Acsâdy's figures for the popula- 
tion of Hungary in 1720 must be inaccurate and, consequently, the 
devastation of the population caused by the Turkish yoke vas far less 
sizeable. 

The unreliability of Acsâdy”s construction becomes clear from the 
opinions of the proponents of the theory of immigration themselves. 
Jancs6 Benedek, faced with the extremely different results obtained 
by Acsâdy, further maintains his own assessments”, while Szekfi, 
choosing between the two calculations, prefers for the population of 
Transylvania to accept the computations of Jancs6 Benedek: “Its de- 
tailed data (of Acsâdy's work) for the reasons shown by the author and 
by others”, writes Szekfii, “cannot be exact, but may be used for gen- 
eral purposes; the computations in other countries are sometimes even 
more unreliable”“. In the same volume (p. 471) he accepts in connec- 
tion with Transylvania's population the rounded figure, in Acsădy's 
work, of 800,000 in 1720, while further on in his theory he adopts the 
figure of 725,000 for 1730 provided by Jancs6 Benedek (Vol. V, p. 126). 

As far as we are concerned, we have brought this work under dis- 
cussion again not because it needed to be dismantled but because to 
this day it is still used to support a theory with far reaching conse- 
quences. 

These are the fundamental works that the theory feeds on, Liu: 
main sources from which it takes its numerical data. Do they substan- 
tiate the immigration of the Romanians? What they do stand proof for 
are mutations of figures, artfully masterminded, rather than migra- 
tions of peoples. Knowing these grounds and the soundness of the 
whole construction, one could ask again what value could a minus 
7%, or even 10%, have as to the percentage of Romanians in Transyl- 
vania in the early 18th century, as compared to their present day pro- 
portion. Is it a percentage that could, alone, justify the theory? 


“ Jancs6 Benedek, Az erddlyi românsdg legrdgib biteles statisztikdia, in Szdhkadok, 1900, 
pp. 141-154 
iz Hâman-Szekfii, op.cit, IV, p. 610. 


Censuses, Population Statistics. 
The Banat 


Here we go now from tax assessments to censuses and even to cen- 
suses of Romanian population. 

The first such work was undertaken by Bishop Inochentie Micu, 
and it was a census of the Romanians united with the Church of Rome. 
Actually, it as a census of the Romanians in Transylvania whom he 
deemed “united” (with the Church of Rome). 

The census bears the date of 1733. By far its most useful quality is 
that it lists the Romanian population, by family, from which the total 
population can be approximately deduced. Of course, it is not flaw- 
less. Or complete. Being drawn up by priests, inaccuracies occur natu- 
rally, just like omission of villages that are too remote. There are even 
entire lands missing, such as the Land of Bârsa or the seat of Ciuc. 
And the Banat too. This impairs the work, but does not deprive it of 
all value. Drawn up by families, the census was to be converted later 
into “souls” (individuals), the customary rate of 4.5 or 5 souls per fam- 
ily being used. By due correction and multiplication, according to fig- 
ures per family, it is quite to the point. The data it features, according 
to the places listed, are much closer to our purpose. For example, in 
1721, according, to the tables, in 32 Romanian villages of the Făgăraş 
territory we find 1,727 families, while according to the census made 
by the bishop in 1733 there were 2,092 families. In conformity with 
the 1721 census, for the entire territory of Făgăraş we find 3,764 fam- 
ily chiefs, while according to the bishop there were 4,126 Romanian 
families. An evolution that could be called normal. 

Comparisons between the tables of Acsâdy's and Inochentie Micu's 
censuses are not always easy to make ; che tables are drawn up accord- 
ing to administrative units and the census according to archpriest dis- 
tricts, divided by different criteria. It is not our intention to proceed 


61 


to a systematic comparison which we deem futile. For the case in point, 
we think a few spot checks would be sufficient. 

For example, in the Szekler seats, Trei Scaune for instance, the tables 
feature 282 Romanian families, while Micu speaks of 931. For the seat 
of Arieş, the tables point to 167 Romanian families in 22 villages, while 
Micu's census gives 361 families in only 9 villages. Even in Odorhei, 
which Acsâdy declares one hundred per cent Hungarian, we find 565 
Romanian families in 1733. (The tables feature 5,867 families that in- 
habit this seat.) Differences are even bigger for the Saxon seats, i.e. in 
the Imperial Lands. 


Here are some examples : 


Acsâdy Tables Micu Cansus 
Bistriţa territory 1,278 families 2,966 families 
Sebeș Seat 622 families 1,095 families 
Drăștie Seat 1,240 families 1,624 families 
Miercurea Seat 355 families 1,074 families 
Sibiu Seat 3,457 families 6,857 families 


The differences for the comitatuses are still to be computed. Thus, 
for the Comitatus Alba, the tables give 246 localities with 7,508 Ro- 
manian families, while Micu's census features 11,478 families for 178 
of the same villages. 

The greatest discrepancy is present for the land of Chioar. The 
tables feature 86 villages with 530 Romanian families, while Micu's 
census for the same villages (85, contained in the archpriest districts of 
Vima and Coaș) gives 2,481 families, i.e. nearly five times more. 

Taken separately, the discrepancies are generally bigger for moun- 
tain sertlements. The figures in these cases are two, three or even sev- 
eral times higher than in the tables. A reason for this may be the 
population's drifting to the mountains, but this holds good only to a 
small extent. No doub, the imperfect tax assessments are to be blamed 
for the rest of these discrepancies. 

Some of he towns are listed in the tax assessment, others are present 
only in the general totals, wirh global figures, sometimes without any 
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distribution per nationalities. The work does not specify how the cases 
when names were missing were dealt with. Differences continue to be 
big. For the sake of argument, we shall list below the figures of Roma- 
nian families in a few towns, present both in the tables and in Micu's 
census : 


Acsâdy Tables Micu Census 
Alba-lulia 76 363 
Zlatna 75 240 
Sibiu 11 180 
Deva 113 '260 
Bistrița 37 70 
Târgu-Mureș 4 60 
Mediaș 95 150 
Câmpeni 146 435 
Aiud - 34 
Total 557 1,792 


Overall, these figures are three times bigger. 

Large censuses of Romanian population were to come. Let us men- 
vion first that of Bishop Petru Pavel Aron, 1750, and that of General 
Buccow, 1761. 

The tax assessment of 1750 poinis to 537,722 Romanians, barring 
the Romanians of Brașov and the Land of Bârsa. If we take them into 
consideration, there are 559,476 Romanians. 

The 1761 census taken by General Buccow lists 552,820 Roma- 
nians, without those in Brașov and the Land of Bârsa. If we take them 
into account 100, we get 574,574 Romanians. 

According to the 1762 census, an average would give 669,380 Ro- 
manians. If we add 2,250 Uniate priests and 1,365 non Uhniate (fami- 
lies?) we obtain 672,995 “souls”, 

In conformity with the 1766 census, all foreign denominations taken 
together amounted to 292,709 individuals, as compared to 561,177 
Romanians. Which implies that the number of Romanians had dropped 
by 13,337 compared to 1761 and by 111,818 compared to 17621. 


i Augustin Bunea, Episcopii Petru Paul Aron și Dionisiu Novacovici, Blaj, 1902, p. 425. 
(According to the statistics of Hermann, Ballman, Marienburg, and Kovâry.) 
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Iosif Benk5, in his work Transsilvania sive Magnus Transilvaniae 
principatus olim Dacia Mediterranea, Vol. 1, Vienna, 1778, p. 472, writes 
about 547,243 Romanians, judging by the 1761 count, which again 
left out the district of Braşov. 

For that year, the census drawn up by the old men and the diocesans 
shows: 


Roman-Catholics 93,135 
Raformed 140,043 
Lutherans 130,365 
Unitarians 28,647 
Total 392,190 
A quote from Benk: 


“The number of Romanians is so big that it not only equals that of 
the other peoples, but very much exceeds it” (“Tantus namque est 
numerus Valachorum, ut reliquorum omnium 'Transsilvaniae popu- 
lorum personas non modo adaequunt sed et multa superent”), p. 472. 

The 1750 census features 537,722 Romanians, excluding those in 
Brașov and the Land of Bârsa. If we include those Romanians too we 
get 559,476 Romanians, 

Is it a matter of statistical error, or a genuine diminution? Just as 
accountable. It was a time of massive emigration, given the Union 
tensions, Sofronie's rebellion, and the creation of the frontier regimenrs. 
Statistics, alarming data may be given, but of emigration rather than 
immigration. As they say, it was a time of alarm in the Romanian 
Lands : Bta Transylvania ad nos venit. 

General Preiss, in The Description of Transylvania, preparing the 
journey of the Emperor to Transylvania, in 1733, counts : 


United and non-United (Romanians) 677,308 63.5% 

Lutherans (Saxons) 130,884 12.3% 

Catholics, Calvinists, Unitarians 

(Hungarians and Szeklers) 257,825 24.2% 
1,066,017 
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This leaves out the Banat and the Partium. În 1774, the Banat num- 
bered 220,009 Romanians and only 2,400 Hungarians and Bulgarians. 
Which gives a percentage of Romanians of nearly 70%. 

The computations made after Buccow's census of 1760-1762 show: 


“Romanians 66.46% 
Hungarians, Szeklers 21.62% 
Saxons 11.72% 


Supplex Libellus, setting out from Joseph's census, estimates about 
one million Romanians in the principality, and about 700,000 other 
nationalities. 

Numerous statistics of the 19th century always register absolute 
majorities for the Romanians, whose number is more than double that 
of all the other nationalities taken together : 


Romanians  Hungarians, Saxons 

Szeklers 
|. Săliner 1846 1,290,970 616,009 214,133 
J. Hain 1846 1,369,911 566,760 250,000 
E.A. Bielz 1850 1,227,276 536,011 192,482 
Hunfalvy 1850 1,220,901 535,544 192,218 
1856 1,286,039 555,064 193,774 


I do not know to what extent the Banat and the Partium are in- 
cluded in these figures. 

Over that period, the total number of the Romanians populating 
Hungary, the Banat and Transylvania had risen to 2,499,866, in 1846, 
according to Hain, to 2,598,591, in 1856, according to Hunfalvy, and 
to 2,647,200, in 1869, according to A. Fickler. 

Throughout that century and during the time of the Dualism, the 
growth ratio of the various nationalities was to undergo modifications, 
due to the denationalization policy. In the kingdom of Hungary, the 
Magyar population had only a relative majority, while for Hungary to 
be deemed a nation state, the Magyar population had to account for at 
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least 50% of the total. On the eve of he revolution, Hungary's Magyar 
population, according to the most favourable statistics, had not reached 
more than 36.6% (B. Arat6). 

Fenyes Elek claims that the figure was 14,120,000 inhabitants, of 
whom only approximately 5,250,000 were Hungarians. In 1900, the 
official number of Hungarians recorded was 8,679,014 which indicates 
a spectacular growth, of 3,000,000 people. The Romanian population 
showed a slight rise, from 2,499,866 in 1846 to 2,785,265 in 1900. On 
the whole though, the Magyar population did not amount to more 
than 45.4 per cent. Knowledge of the Magyar language - one knows it, 
one speaks it - was another expedient used to get a figure over 50% 
(52.9%, 57.4%), i.e. to obtain the desired result?. 


The Banat 


The Banat, as quoted by Szekfii, is the least suitable province for 
the endeavour of proving Romanian immigration. When reconquered 
from the Turks, it was inhabited by Romanians and Serbs. So, if Ro- 
manians did go to that place, they were not coming to the Hungarian 
land. 

In the afrermath of a reconquest, the population is bound to be 
sparse, and many homes are ravaged. The historical researcher of the 
Banat? estimates the population of the province to be about 25,000, a 
figure that is taken over by Jancs6 Benedek as well. Acsâdy, and after- 
wards Szekfii, inflates it to 30,000. After the assessment made upon its 
liberation (1717), the province numbered 663 localities with 21,289 
houses. The population must have come to 40-50,000. Or more. 

The local population is increased by the colonizations of Germans 
and Swabians. The Hungarians are the least numerous. 


* For demographic data and sources of information see Cornelia Bodea, V. Cândea, 
Transyluania in the History of the Romanians, New York, 1982, pp. 28-33. 


- Szenrklăray Jen6, Szdz €v del-Magyarorszdg ujabb tărtenetebăl (1779-1651 napjain- 
kig), Timișoara, 1879, |, 27. 
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In 1774, the Banat's population looked like this: 


Romanians 220,000 58.55% 
Serbs and Aromanians 100,000 26.61% 
Germans 2 53,000 14.11% 
Magyars and Buigarians 2,400 0.64% 
Jews 340 0.09% 


As to these figures, Fânyes's statistics of 1836 read as follows: 


Romanians 427,069 52.8% 
Germans 155,770 19.2% 
Serbs 132,680 16.4% 
Hungarians 50,292 6.1% 
Bulgarians 12,000 1,4% 
Frenchmen 6,000 0.7% 
Croats 9,504 1.1% 
Slavaks 5,454 0.6% 
Montenegrins 2,830 0.3% 
Others 1,698 0.1% 


In other words, the Banar's population was growing through colo- 
nizations. The percentage of Romanians, despite “immigrations”, is 
constantly slumping, Figures tell the following: 


1797 394,228 
1847 497,595 
1881 516,879 
1910 592,049 


In 110 years, the Romanians population of the Banat augmented 
only by 50%, i.e. the smallest growih rate. 

Demographically speaking, there is no question of immigration, 
but rather one of a decline. The growth rate is abnormal. 
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By proportional relation to the peoples in the Banat, it is on a con- 
tinuous downturn. 


1771 62.38% 
1797 | 57% 
1847 45% 
1881 39.51% 
1910 37 42% 


The fact that the Romanians make up the overwhelming majority 
and that it is not the Romanians that are immigrants is pretty obvious. 

The prevailing Romanian character of the province has not failed 
to be recognized by all observers. 

About 1720-1730, Mathias Bel remarked that Pere too bere's notb- 
ing more common than the Romanian language'. "To put it in a nutshell, 
the Banat is the least adequate province when it comes to proving the 
idea of Romanian immigration. 


“.. mihil sermone valachica 'Temesvarini est vulgatius.” 


Denationalization Efforts 


We are not going to go into details here as concerns this matter. We 
intend to dwell briefly on the terms of the subject. Suffice it to quote 
two famous letters in which this question is raised with supreme au- 
thority and great competence. They are the celebrated letters exchanged 
by two outstanding political personalities, Baron Wesselenyi Mikl6s 
and Kossuth Lajos, which will constantly be kept in our attention. 

Wesselenyi approaches the matter in most categorical terms, be- 
ginning with his work of 1831, On Preconceived Ideas. He raises the 
question of eliminating slavery and bringing the peasantry abreast with 
the nation, convinced that the process was inescapable. Only, he be- 
lieves, this should not be done suddenly, but gradually and condition- 
ally. The Magyar nation grants this “beautiful right” willingly, there- 
fore, in its turn, it has the right “to condition it”. It is but natural that 
this right be granted to those able “to get nationalized”, that is to coa- 
lesce with the nation. He believes it not only just, but also necessary 
that the common people should enjoy national and representational 
rights thanks to which the inhabitants of a country may become citi- 
zens and members of a nation. But this on condition that they become 
part of the truly Magyar population, on condition that they coalesce 
with the nation they want to become pari of and whose rights they 
want to share, on condition that they become one with this nation, 
through language and customs. The price of such a gorgeous, magnifi- 
cent reward is that of learning a language. This is something anyone 
can do. Those who do not speak Magyar yet or are not Hungarian 
would receive the national rights peacemeal, as they get Magyarized. 
This idea was actually taken up by the militants of the 1848 revolu- 
tion. Citizenship rights are a gift for the nationalities in exchange for 
which, out of gratitude, they should join the Magyar nation, let them- 
selves be assimilated by it. Wesselenyi looks sceptically at this goal, 
seemingly preferring the continuation of bondage relationships. Thus, 
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the prolongation of the nobility's political power, even throughout 
the new system, appears very much like a national requirement. 

Most telling are the letters exchanged by Kossuth and Wesselenyi 
under the spectre of the Galician rebellion. Discussing the threat of 
the lord assessment, the two are very much worried about the destiny 
of the nobility, and preoccupied to save it as a national imperative. A 
necessity to which this social problem, no matter how acute, should 
be subordinated. Kossuth thinks that in order to save nobility feudal 
relationships should be abolished quickly. Otherwise “che nobiliry will 
fall under the scythe and this bloody feast will also be the death of the 
Magyar Constitution and of the Magyar nationality”. He sees the mat- 
ter settled by damages pa:d half by the bondsman, half by the State. 
“We are too deep in trouble. 'There is no more time to think whether 
the nobility likes this or not.” “The main thing is that the people be 
quiet ...” The problem is extremely difficult and complicated, “But if 
we don't do it, we']l perish”. “Under no circumstances must we let the 
initiative come from the Government (of Vienna), which would settle 
the issue to the detriment of the nobility. And the Government will 
do it if we don'z, 1 swear, for it is forced into doing it. If the nobility 
did it, if the nobiliry threw the stone of hatred, it would do what it has 
to do. The nobility cannot do less, otherwise ir will perish. It is not 
forced to do more.” In connection with Transylvania's lord assessment 
preoccupation, he thinks char: “Transylvania should not worry about 
an urban census, but about not needing one. The time for such things 
is past. The ruins of feudalism should crumbie. And if the nobility 
fails to realize irs position, then it is forever lost, and will fail victim 
not to liberty, but to governmental despotism, to absolutism”., 

In his answer, Wesselenyi is very sceprical that the dismantlement 
of feudal relationships might be possible. The nobility's opposition is 
much too great. And to raise the question without settling it ... “] fear 
to say what this can cause, for anyone knows that errors, and aroused- 
yet-unfulfilled wishes turn man, more often than not, into the mon- 
ster of monsters”, What could be more dangerous than enhancing the 
peasantry's deep-rooted hatred of the nobility? He deems correct, free 
and advisable only that the dismantlement of feudalism be achieved 
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with due compensation, otherwise the whole operation is nothing but 
thefc. 'The sacredness of property is the bond that forrifies social peace. 
Yet spoliation of property in Transylvania “is not advisable, it is even 
dangerous and not to be allowed, for it can be said that the whole 
landowning nobility would be thus ruined. And we must not forget 
that it is 2his nobility tat characterizes our nation. Judging by the scale 
of values and reason, our nobility has a lot of defects and not few sins; 
buz it is true that the Magyars alone, or nearly, exist through this class. 
If thousands of nobles get ruined, the nobility will become insignifi- 
cant, and most of the millions that will take its place will not be Magyar. 
It would be quite abnormal and a mathematical impossibility to have 
the smaller number weigh more than the bigger one. This impossibil- 
ity, namely that the nationality and the language of the Hungarians, 
much fewer in number, stand above the much larger multitudes of 
other nations, has been made possible only by the fact that with us 
this large majority matters but very little and only the number of the 
nobles is worth something. Within this number, the majority is, of 
course, Magyar and therefore, for this sole reason, it is not absurd that 
this language and nation stand above the others. But all this will be 
changed if the non-Magyar million makes up the majority, numeri- 
cally and juridically speaking. Should our present aristocracy disap- 
pear, it will be no great loss, as it is not worth much. Another aristoc- 
racy will take is place, according to skills, fortune or estate, which, no 
doubt, will be much more numerous than the present one. And iv will 
be, most likely, better and more intelligent. But not Magyar. This re- 
quires extreme caution. And this is what makes the revolution far more 
catastrophic for us than for other nations. The French Revolution 
chased away the nobility. Other nobles rose, and they were French 
too, for it was the French that turned into nobility. In Galicia, the 
Polish nobility was butchered by the Polish peasantry. The place of 
those killed will either remain vacant or be taken by the descendants 
of the kullers, but they will still be Polish. With us things are differ- 
ent”!, 


'Z. Ferenczi, Kossuth ds Wesselenyi s az irbar iigye 1846-1847 ben, in Szăzadok, 36 (1902), 
pp. 53-56, 140-146. 
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The obsession of denationalization dominated the 1848 revolution 
and its main conclusion: Hungary to a form single nation. A first merit 
of the Hungarian obsession is the staunch resistance to nationalities, 
first of all the Romanian nation. 

It obsesses even the most revolutionary militants. 'To mention only 
Tancsis Mihâly, one of the most rebellious, who formulated practical 
plan leading to assimilation. His plans for the creation of new peasant 
colonies feature specific advice for the princes of the land not to form 
the new communities out of a single people, but of several, mingled 
together. Here is one recommended proportion: 40 Hungarians, 15 
Germans, 15 Serbs or Romanians, and 15 Slovaks. Thus the people of 
other nationalities will be assimilated by the more numerous Hungar- 
ians. Where no new community.was to beset up, in non-Magyar vil- 
lages that were to be expanded, the land should be given in property 
only to Hungarians. Magyar communities, in exchange, should be in- 
creased by other nationalities: Slovaks, Romanians, Germans. This is 
in their power; it requires no sacrifice and in return a great deal is done 
for the flourishing of the Magyar nation. Under the circumstances, a 
law can be easily passed, as in the case of the country's frontiers, that 
no other language than Magyar should be used. 


Romanian Grazing and “Nomadism” 


Let us, from the start, frontally attack a problem which is the key 
to the entire structure, namely that of Romanian grazing, the capacity 
of the Romanian people to work as shepherds. We shall do it not specu- 
latively, not by discussing estimations, approximations, fantasies, not 
by reference to the unknown, to the imponderable. We shall leave all 
that to subjective estimations, to speculations and, finally, to fantasies. 
Let us start from the very moment when we can step on the solid 
ground of documentation, specifically of statistics, let us count, as much 
as it lies in our power to do so, sheep and shepherds, as against the 
population. And we can do that on the basis of fact, starting with the 
16th century. We shall, naturally, have to consider the relative charac- 
ter of the documentary material itself. 

Let us enter the field of figures, beginning with 1513. 

First, we shall quote from the summary of the money entries of 
the Şoimuş territory at that date. An estate with 1 town and 95 vil- 
lages. 


343.00  florins quit rent of Sângeorz 
362.00 florins quit rent of Sânmihai 
50.81 florins  pig money (Schweinge!t) 
2.20  florins wood money |//o/czge/t) 
18.97  florins hay money (//eyge/4) 
66.00  florins  vineyard quit money (Wei/ngarten zinsgelt) 
3.29 florins from mills 
3.75  florins hay money (//eygel!t) 
14.12  florins bee money (Pynge!t) 
4.18  florins sheep money (Sfa/fge/t) 
191.30 florins customs money (Zo//en) 
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So, sheep money was only 4.18 florins of all the money enrries, worth 
a total of 1,059 f. (guilders) and 12 dinars. Add ro this the gold exchange 
income of 400-500 f. and others, and the estate income goes up to some 
1,500 florinst. Obviously, there can be no question of grazing ! 

In the years 1516-1518, zhe quinquagesimal incomes of the large 
estate of Hunedoara, a mountain estate, were around 283-286-300-400 
sheep. In one place, the annual income was 462 sheep and 296 lambs. 
There where the 1517 annual census was 848 f. 50 d.? 

On Șiria estate, in 1525, 86 serfs and peasanrs with no land or with 
litrle land are registered with 400 sheep, so a little over 4 heads per unit. 
Sheepless serfs, peasants with no land or with little land: 132 out of 154. 

The metayage lambs on the Gyula estate in 1563, in exchange, amount 
to 3,716. No specification is made as to the area or duration in time. The 
fact is that it is an unusually large amount. And ir represents a lamb 
metayage to be paid by the Catholic believers. The intensive sheep breed- 
ing there is of the Hungarian steppe type, certainly not practised by Ro- 
manians. Sheep breeding is, therefore, more intensive on the plain. This 
can be seen on Câmpia Română (the Romanian Plain) as well. 

The quinquagesima of sheep, goats, lambs on the large estate of 
Ciceu in 1553 amounted to 800 florinst, when the number of subjects 
went up to 1,312 heads. Quinquagesima was also gathered for lambs, 
pigs, bees, etc. It was collected from Romanians. But the Hungarians 
seem to be included here, too, with their metayage. 

On Ardud estate, the sheep, goat and lamb taxes throughout the 
century merge into tithes. The figures are notable through their insig- 
nificance. In 1600, registered at tithes there were: 


sheep with lambs 36 
goats with kids 6 
36 sheep sold at 50 dinars 18 florins 


"D. Prodan, lobăgia în Transilvania în sec. XVI, vol. Il, p. 24. 
“ Ibidem, p. 32. 

* Ibidem, p. 113. 

“ Ibidem, p. 150. 
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36 lambs sold at 25 d. 9 florins 
goats sold at 35 d. 2.10 florins 
kids — 6 — sold at 15 d. 0.90 florins 


And that was a large estate, with 59 communities in 1566, of which 
the town of Beltiug was the most important. In 1583, it comprised 
1,354 heads, including Hungarians. 

But let us take the example of a big estate, that of Şimleu, in 1594. 
It boasted of 50 villages, 2 towns - Şimleu and Crasna - and parts of 
villages, 37 of them Romanian. The land record registers 1,866 sub- 
jects with 2,358 sons. Remarkable is also the number of sheep, 5,802 
sheep and 68 goats. Yet they were owned by only 216 subjecrs. The 
important remainder of 1,650 people, a figure including, above all, the 
Hungarians and the townsfolk, but largely Romanians, are sheepless. 
The distribution of sheep among the 216 subjects is the following: 


-9 10-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 100-149 150-5 
23 70 54 25 17 23 3 1 


Among the sheep owners we notice: 3 voivodes (one with 100 
sheep), 7 carpenters (186 sheep), 2 customs officers (40 sheep). More 
are owned by "Teodor Borzaş, the freegoing horseman of Giurtelec, 
namely 160; he also had 20 oxen. A serf, bound to the land like all the 
others, like the entire population of the estate. 

Where is the mass of nomadic Romanian shepherds, wandering 
with their flocks all over the country? 

What is the ratio in the three villages of serfs of the city of Cluj in 
1585? 

Family heads, maximum figure: 133. Sheep and goats in 1585: 2,384, 
owned by 59 families, distribured like this: 


6-9 10-19 20-29 30-49 50-99 100-149 150- 
4 16 7 14 14 3 L 


“ Ibidem, p. 595 
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Those who have them pay the quinquagesima and are serfs bound 
7o the land and not “wanderers” with flocks. 

În the region of the salt mines of the Maramureş in 1600, the 1,885 
sheep are owned by only 14 of the 431 registered taxpayers. The big- 
gest flocks: 200, 600, 622. 

On the Oradea estate, in 1600, there were very few sheep in the 
Romanian villages, 471 on rhe entire estate. 

Quite remarkable, instead, was the Beiuș estate in 1600. The num- 
ber of sheep and goats amounted to 10,126, with an average of 5.7 
sheep per family head. But the sheep are in the hands of only 438 
registered persons. No less than 1,335 are sheepless, all serfs. The sheep 
are all in Romanian villages, only one village is Hungarian. The small 
flocks - 8 - amount to 100-150 heads, and they are serfs” flocks, too. 

The 17th century documents are incomparably richer. The records 
can be examined estate by estate, at various dates. One can find out 
now not only the number of sheep and goats, but also the number of 
shepherds. There were shepherds of all kinds: village and lord's shep- 
herds, cattle, pig and horse herdsmen, head shepherds, shepherds in 
charge of a sheepfold, stable shepherds and itinerant shepherds, shep- 
herds from Wallachia. 

On Mintiu (Gherla) estate in 1603, among the 244 serfs there were 
2 herdsmen. 

On Alba-lulia estate in 1618, among the 193 serfs there was 1 shep- 
herd. In 1630, there was 1 lord's shepherd (4 “herds” but without specifi- 
cation). 

On the large estate of Chioaru, in 1639, there appears 1 sheep 
breeder, 1 shepherd on the entire estate. That was all. 

On Mălincrav estate in 1660, 1 shepherd. 

At Dumbrăveni in 1669, 1 shepherd. 

In 1676 ar Vinţ, one sheep breeder. 

On the estate of Cetarea de Baltă, in 1685, 3 shepherds (sons of 
serfs). Ar $pălnaca, 1 shepherd, 1 sheep breeder. 

In 1694 at the court of Cistei, onesheep breeder. 

At Susenii Bârgăului, 1 person looking after the sheep. 

At Josenii Bârgăului, 4 shepherds for the sheep. 
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On Apor estate, one sheep breeder. 

In 1700, in Sântămăria, 2 shepherds. 

On Gurghiu estate, in 1642, one head shepherd with the Prince's 
sheep, 3 shepherds. 

On Sâmpetru de Cimpie estate, in 1647, 1 sheep breeder, 1 milk 
sheep breeder, 1 shepherd. 

At the court of Braşov, 1 shepherd. 

At Ciufud (Sălaj estate), 1 shepherd. 

On Leciu estate in 1648, at Lueriu, 1 sheep breeder. 

Ar Săcalu de Pădure, 1 shepherd. 

In Urmeniș, in 1639, the 181 colonists had 1,926 sheep, distrib- 
uted as follows: 


unit -1  -45-9 10-19 20-29 30-49 50-99 100 -with sheep 
181 88 212 33 27 11 7 1 93 


So, 135 out of 181 colonists were sheepless or with very few ani- 
mals. Here and there a shepherd is mentioned, without any other speci- 
fication. 

On the Gilău estate, in 1652, among the 765 colonists, two sheep 
breeders, one of them tending the city sheep, the other the sheep of 
Wallachia, one woman sheep breeder for the prince's sheep, 5 shep- 
herds, one for the sheep of Gilău, one for the Moravian sheep (brought 
from Moravia), 2 for the sheep of Wallachia. That number among the 
765 colonists. Shepherds mainly for the prince's sheep. 

The land record of 1679 registers 3 shepherds. 

The distribution of sheep on Gilău estate in 1652: Agârbiciu, 
Someșu Cald, Someșu Rece. 


-1-4 5-9 10-19 20-29 30-49 50-99 100-199 200 -with sheep 
67- 4 4 10 15 12 8 2 55 


So, 67 out of 122 persons are sheepless and 8 with a number under 


the minimum. At Gilău, the number increases with the flocks of the 
three Romanian villages: Agârbiciu, Someşu Cald and Someşu Rece. 
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But in these, too, only 55 own sheep, 67 are sheepless. And among the 
55 who own sheep, 8 have under 20. 

We shall not be able ro track the flocks which come for summer 
grazing to the Hunedoara mountains from the villages which hire shep- 
herds temporarily. We shall confine ourselves to the potential of the 
estate which in 1674 did not rise to more than 4.7 sheep per unit. And 
this was due to the inclusion of Pădureni, with 3,793 sheep and 218 
goats. 

Outstanding was, naturally, the Zlatna estate in 1673, with 15.3 
sheep per family. The estate of Baia de Arieş in 1770, wirh 6.5 sheep 
and goats per family. Noteworthy were, also, Blaj in 1647, with 7.7 
sheep, Urmeniş in 1639 with 10.7 sheep per unit. 

Shepherds are to be discovered not only in land records, but also in 
the lists of “conventions”, the lists of hired wagearners. 

A shepherd in Alba-Iulia in 1634. Another in 1692. 

A sheep breeder in Deva, in 1674. A sheep breeder and a shepherd 
in 1681 in Hunedoara. At Tăşnad, a paid shepherd in 1648. 

Such wage-earners also in Blaj (1665, 1700), Cătina (1668, 1671), 
Gurghiu (1671, 1692), Iernut (1699). 

Paid shepherds in charge of a sheepfold appear on the estates of 
Alba-Iulia, Făgăraș, Comăna, Dumbrăveni, Gurghiu, Porumbac. 

Some served all the year round, others temporarily and their pay 
differed accordingly. There must have been many variations with the 
village shepherds, too. 

But let us take the great example of Land of Făgăraș, one of the 
most important sheep breeders, with large mountain pasture lands and 
one of the most solidly Romanian counties. Its example is most sig- 
nificant. Serfs, boyars, and lords are tireless sheep breeders. The prince 
himself proves o be the greatest sheep breeder of the county. Flocks 
of sheep are sent for grazing even to Wallachia. There, the boyars owned 
their own mountains, their own flocks and their own sheep, just like 
the villages. And those sheep required grazing, economic personnel 
involved in the general notion of grazing. 

Remarkable, above all, are the figures regarding the sheep of the 
subjects on the three estates of Făgăraș, Porumbac and Comăna. 
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In 1632, 1,366 sheep and 137 goats were registered. 611 sheep and 
goats were grazed by Coman Iepure of Copăcel and Dan Ion of Mândra. 

Let us take as an example the large estate of Făgăraș. In 1637 the 
sheep distribution was the following: 


Făgăraș Porumbac Comăna Total 
Unit 2,197 443 275 2,915 
- 952 163 122 1,237 
1-4 131 37 16 184 
5-9 378 90 26 494 
10-19 343 85 58 486 
20-29 160 27 22 209 
30-49 139 24 18 181 
50-99 79 14 11 104 
100-199 12 3 2 17 
200 3 - - 3 
total with sheep 1245 280 153 1,678 


The number of those with no sheep rises to 1,237, of those with 
less than 20 sheep ro 2,271, out of 2,915. The ratio of the sheepless is 
42%, of those with between 1 and 19 sheep accounts for another 40%. 
So, 82% of the subjects have under 20 sheep. 

The flocks of 50 and over do not take up more than 4% of the 
subjects. Nominally, they rise to 124. Of the 124 people with 50 sheep 
or more, only two are registered as shepherds. But they, too, are serfs, 
one with three horses, 1 bullock, 2 cows and 3 pigs. The other one, 1 
cow and 1 pig. Their flocks: one of 65, the other of 60 sheep. The 
largest flock of sheep - 336 - belongs to Stoica Chiuzde of Perişani, 
noted as judge and also owning 4 horses, 6 oxen, 7 cows, 35 pigsand 1 
beehive. 

And all that was before the Făgăraș country was more massively 
involved in the itinerant grazing in the Southern Carpathians. Graz- 
ing was done, to a large extent, through associatrions, substitution for 
serfs' tasks, by family members, hired shepherds, etc. 
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Did the free boyars practice any nomadic grazing or some kind of 
semi-nomadic grazing? An absurd question. Of course, they shepherded 
personally, too. But they did that mostly through their subjects or 
through hired persons. Sheep grazing, assumes many forms and the 
itinerant one got established gradually and only later. 

The land record of 1640 totals for the Făgăraș estate alone 24,719 
sheep. 

The boyars of Făgăraş had their own sheep. In 1640, the boyars of 
Făgăraș and those of Porumbac totalled 4,930 sheep. The biggest flock 
was of 400. For the rest, small peasant flocks, below the minimum 
required by an agrarian economy. As regards the boyars, naturally, the 
statements are not quite so easy to check. 

In June 1648, the freehold and metayage sheep and goats were dis- 
zribuzed in 7 flocks, under 6 first shepherds and 24 shepherăds. 

Of these: 


freehold 5,898 
metayage 7,953 


Metayage sheep: 897 sent to Hungary. Left behind: 7,056, includ- 
ing 927 goats. 

On the princely estates, on December 31, 1642, were registered 
24,719 sheep for the year 1640. 

On the entire estate of Făgăraș, there were 30,000-40,000 sheep or 
even more. 

The sheep left behind were sent to the mountains, 

Between the years 1656 and 1700, variarions: 


sheep 1,183-3,915 
goats 53-284 


On Porumbac estate, 1632-1648: 


sheep 664-1,578 
goats 26-61 
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1672-1700: 


sheep 810-1,813 
goats 25-168 


In 1674 in Wallachia - 200. 

In freehold and metayage figures. 

On Comăna estate, in 1648: 2,052 sheep and goats (274 goats). 

Let us now count the shepherds or other personnel involved in the 
sheep economy, the princely economy included. 

On he entire estate, including Porumbac and Comăna in 1632, 
there were nearly 3,000 subjects, among whom were registered 3 first 
shepherds, 6 shepherds in charge of a sheepfold, 15 shepherds, natu- 
rally including the shepherds and first shepherds of the prince. Among 
those registered, there were also 2 horseherds, 2 cowherds, 1 bullock 
watchman and 4 swineherds. In July 1637, in the Făgăraș: 6 shepherds 
in charge of a sheepfold, 15 shepherds, for 2,571 serf units. 

In 1637 at Beclean: 6 shepherds. 

On Porumbac estate, in 1637, for 482 units: 1 first shepherd, 2 
shepherds in charge of a sheepfold and 3 shepherds. 

On Comăna estate in 1637 among the 325 family heads: 5 shep- 
herds, 1 first shepherd. 

The big land record of Făgăraş in 1640 mentions as shepherds or 
engaged in shepherding: at Beclean 1 shepherd (jubâsz), in Părău, 4 
shepherds at the sheepfold in Șercaia, at Şinca 1 first shepherd, at 
Hârseni 1 first shepherd, at Berivoiu Mic 1, first shepherd of the prince 
(the boyar), ar Breaza 1 first shepherd. These first shepherds must have 
worked for the prince. 

On Teleki estate, in 1683, among the 492 colonists there were 5 
shepherds, one noted as the lord's shepherd. 

That was the number of shepherds for the large mass of sheep in 
the Făgăraș, the prince's and serfs” sheep. 'To these, a small number of 
boyars” sheep is added. 

Where are the wandering shepherds leading their flocks all over the 
country etc.? The existing ones were serfs, bound to the land. 
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In this connection, something must be said about che subjects” av- 
erage potential, how many sheep (goats), per person, were registered 
in the land record, on an average? An arithmetical operation would be 
too minute, too difficult. The materials themselves are not sufficient 
and not explicit enough. A great number of distinctions, of separa- 
tions would have to be made. And, what is most difficult to do is to 
single our the Romanians, which is impossible to do by the name alone. 
We should content ourselves with general norions, with partial, spo- 
radic, indicative averages. | 

What strikes one is the great diversity to be encountered from one 
estate to another, from one village to another, from man to man, from 
Romanians to Hungarians. First, there are the large masses of those 
without sheep, reducing the averages to virtual ones. 

A few examples: 


Urmeniș 1639 10.7 
Coroisânmartin 1640 1.3 
Chioar 1647 0.8 
Blaj 1647 7.7 
Gilău 1652 6.6 
Deva 1673 3.8 
Zlatna 1673 15.3 
Hunedoara 1674 4.7 


The general average for one century: 48. 
Also at Gilău, for instance, the sheep are concentrated in only three 
Romanian villages: Agârbiciu, Someşu Cald, Someșu Rece. 


Hunedoara, Haţeg 2.7 
Pădureni 9.6 sheep, 0.4 goats 
Făgăraş 1637 10.00 
1640 8.4 
1652 4.5 
Porumbac 1637 10.4 
1664 3.7 
Cârțișoara 1683 7.0 
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The count was made at different intervals, and was more or less 
correct. Generally the number of sheep amounts to 5 per family, a 
minimum number for an agrarian economy. The great exceptions do 
not change the rerms fundamentally. 

For the 18th century, we count: 


serfs, peasants sheep 
Blaj estata 1726 352 2,041 
Blaj estate 1772 2867 1,065 
Dumbrăveni 1727 258+47 1,133+190 
Dumbrăveni 1752 342 2,304 
Cătina 1728 16+206 717+1,416 
Hălmagiu 1731 542+85 689+36 
Gilău 1767 472 5,991 
Arcalia 1777 82 81 
Vinţ 1722 49+26 324+181 
Tăşnad 1773 80 595 
For the shepherds ratio, let us extract from Acsady's work: 
Registered Registered % 
families shepherds 
Hunedoara Comitat 1727 8,194 59 0.72 
Bistrița territory 1713 2,750 65 2.36 
Brașov territory 1713 5,081 39 0.76 
Bârsa territory 1713 3,038 137 4.50 
Cohalm Seat 1721 2,216 129 5.82 
Şinca Mare Seat 1713 2,229 91 4.08 
Sighișoara Seat 1723 2,530 52 2.05 
Orăștie Seat 1724 1,520 14 0.93 
27,558 586 2.12 


Here are included all kinds of shepherds for the taxpaying popula- 
tion. The distinction is made more easily in the Saxon villages which 
are free, richer and economically more advanced. For instance, 19 vil- 


6 Berlâsz Jen, Az erdâlyi jobbdgysâg gazdasdgi helyzete a XVIII. szăzadban, 1959, Budapest, 
pp. 29, 30. 


83 


lages of Sibiu in 1720 had 10 first shepherds, 24 oxherds, 14 cowherds, 
10 calf herds and 10 swineherds. But not shepherds. With a propor- 
tion of 2.12%, not even one third of the various herdsmen could have 
been shepherds. 

As to the herdsmen that accompanied the itinerant flocks, we shall 
refer to them in the respective chapter. 

Funhermore, shepherding is done in various ways: with a distinct, 
specialized personnel, free or hired. The ways differed in serf villages 
with a collective herd, permanent or seasonal, recruited from family 
surpluses, from surpluses hired from other villages, individually with 
available, surplus elements, unable to work, old people, children, etc. 
Local, empiric shepherding was practised. There was only one way in 
which it vas not done: în a nomadic, semi-nomadic, wandering way etc. 
imagined by the theory, which is confined to the realm of imagination. 

This, by estates. Estimated in the mass, averages do not rise; on the 
contrarș, they go down. 

Now, a few more extracts from 7be Theory of Immigration... 

The Acsâdy statistics for 1721 naturally give us the highest aver- 
ages. This is understandable, as counts are made according to taxes, to 
the tax-paying population. 

Yet, the results are reasonable: 


Families registered Sheep, goats Per family 

in the census 
Counties - 45,199 212,643 4.70 
Szeckler seats 21,655 136,631 6.31 
Imperiai Lands 29,644 186,390 6.29 
96,498 535,664 5.b5 


Nothing surprising; the average is normal in an agrarian economy. 

A remarkable detail: the ratio is lower in the counties, hence in the 
Romanian zones, and higher in the Szeckler zones. 

Let us now take, as an example, the administrative units with over 
75% Romanians: 


” Friedrich Schuller, Zei Konskriptionen des einstigen Hermannstădter Stubles aus dem 
Beginne des 18. Jabrhunderts, in Archiv des Vereins..., 1904, XX.XII, pp. 522-630. 
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Families Romanians  Sheep, goats Per family 


Soinac 4,122 81.78% 8,272 2.00 
Dăbâca 3,332 78.45% 12,369 3.71 
Făgăraș 3,764 87.87% 12,270 3.26 
Hunedoara 7,357 93.75% 37,053 5.03 
Orăștie 1,449 81.58% 8,884 6.13 

20,024 78,848 3.93 


High figures in Hunedoara. The flocks of the villages which were 
usually held on lease in the mountains of Hunedoara were, probably, 
also involved. 

The Romanian ratio: 3.93 sheep, goats per family. While, accord- 
ing to the same Acsâdy statistics, Odorhei county, considered by him 
to be 100% Hungarian, shows a double ratio: 6.35. 

And at Ciuc where, according to his reckoning, there are only 5% 
Romanians, the quota rises to 10.50 per family. And no Hungarian 
history book refers to the Szeklers as a nomadic or semi-nomadic 
people, wandering with flocks, etc., entailing all the catastrophic ef- 
fecrs suffered by the Romanians. 

The figures are, naturally, liable to more changes, because of the 
inaccuracy of such reckonings; yet, the ratios are obvious. 

Low ratios also in the Partium, resembling those inside Transylva- 
nia. In 1870, for instance, the most Romanian of the counties, Solnocul 
de Mijloc, Chioar, and Crasna, together with Caraș, totalled 350,881 
sheep, goats for a population of 519,139, with an average of 3.83 sheep/ 
goats per unit, which hardly goes over the average of 7.16 marked by 
Hungary. The highest figures are to be found mainly in the Slovak 
lands, but also in the Hungarian ones, as well as in the Gyâr, Esztergom 
and Hajdu counties. The latter, alone, amounts to 506,788 heads, indi- 
cating, the intensive sheep grazing in the puszta, much more intensive 
than in Transylvania. 

Which is the ratio in agriculture? How large is the subjects” culti- 
vated land? 

According to Acsâdy's estimates in 1721 there were: 
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arable land 
The whole of Transylvania 9.3 buckets 


Counties 7.3 buckets 
Szekler seats 11.5 buckets 
Imperial Lands 10.9 buckets 


Units with over 75% Romanians: 


Solnoc Interior 5.5 buckets 
Dăbâca 6.5 buckets 
Făgăraș 4.1 buckats 
Hunedoara 6.2 buckets 
Orăștie 7.6 buckets 


hayfield 
2.6 scythes 
2.2 scythes 
3.2 scythes 
2.6 scythes 


2.7 scythes 
3.0 scythes 
1.4 scythes 
1.9 scythes 
2.1 scythes 


vineyards 
1.1 hoes 
1.3 hoes 
0.2 hoes 
1.3 hoes 


0.4 hoes 
0.3 hoes 
- hoes 
0.9 hoes 
- hoes 


Nothing abnormal. Arable land and hayfields are more reduced in 
the Romanian zones and they are of lower quality, not because the 
Romanians did less agricultural work, but simply because they owned 
only part of the arable land, the rest being freeheld land, worked also 
by them; also because their land was of poorer quality. 

Did the Romanians have fewer draught cattle needed in agricul- 
ture? Here are Acsâdy's estimates for 1721: 


oxen sheep, goats 


The whole of Transylvania 1.44 


The counties 1.59 
Szekler seats 1.49 
Imperial Lands 1.17 
Units with over 75% 

Romanians 1.53 


5.55 
4.70 
6.31 
6.29 


3.93 


horses oxen-horses 


0.65 
0.43 
0.55 
1.08 


0.33 


2.10 
2.02 
2.04 
2.25 


1.87 


Too small the difference with the Romanians to draw any un- 
favourable conclusions. Especially if we consider the poorer equip- 
ment. We notice the lower sheep figures among the Romanians, 3.93; 
the highest being with the Szeklers, 6.31 per unit. 
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Well, the retort might be that Acsâdy's data go a long way back, to 
the days before the big invasion of a shepherd population from the 
Romanian Principalities and that the shift, according to the theory, 
occured later. We possess data which can supply an answer in this 
respect, too. Here are the figures offered by Marienburg in the Geogra- 
pby of the Principality for the year 1772: 


sheep goats total 

The counties 330,206 40,919 371,125 
The Szekler seats 73,196 11,180 84,976 
Imperial Lands 130,364 18,825 149,189 
534,366 70,924 605,290 


So, although the population had increased from 1721 by approxi- 
mately 5%, the total of sheep, goats was the same: 535,664 heads then, 
605,290 now. 

We have no contemporary data for the Banat, which had good con- 
ditions for grazing, too. In 1851, the Serb principality still had, to- 
gether with the Banatul Timişan, 1,186,171 sheep and 95,000 goats, 
which, related to the 1850 population, give an average of 4.99 sheep/ 
goats per family. 

In the Arad and Zarand counties, two of the most Romanian coun- 
ties, in 1745-1746 there were 6,646 tax paying family heads with 18,338 
sheep, goats, so, on an average: 2.75 sheep, goats. 

For the Partium, Marienburg comes to (în 1772) still lower quotas. 
According to his data, in the Chioar land, for instance, the quota is of 
1.77 sheep, goats per family, only. 

Compared to Acsâdy, Marienburg in 1772/1778: 


families sheep goats total per family 
Solnoc Interior 12,358 18,443 4,742 23,185 1.87 
Dăbâca 13,478 28,689 3,666 32,355 2.40 
Făgăraș 4,608 6,690 632 7,922 1.58 
Hunedoara 16,925 50,643 11,652 62,295 3.67 
Orăştie 2,500 3,856 1,001 4,857 1.94 


49,869 108,321 21,693 130,014 2.60 
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The Romanians = a people of shepherds, wandering shepherds with 
no master, wandering all over the country - and this in a world of serfs 
bound to zhe land, in a country with such orderly institutions! Ri- 
diculous, to say the least! 

Sheep breeding in Transylvania is not confined to the Romanians. 
It is common with the Szeklers, as well. And, what is important, it is 
common on nobiliary estates, as well. Also on princely estates. Espe- 
cially on the latter, big flocks of sheep and goats, personnel, adiacent 
implements, were registered. Sheep breeding is practised on town es- 
tates, too. The sheep is never absent from the country's economy, which 
is so favourable to this activity. Having its foundations with the Ro- 
manian people, the best adapted to this activity, it extends, more or 
less, to the other peoples, as RE First of all, to the Szeklers. Less so, 
to the Saxons. 

Remarkable are, naturally, the large areas of sheep breeding, the 
mountains, as is shown by Romanian sheep breeding. 


Immigrations of Shepherds 
from the Romanian Countries 


As a first test, let us try to fing a key that could explain the theory 
of immigration from the Romanian Principalities. For the 16th cen- 
tur, we can try it in the Făgăraș Country, a neighboring county which 
formerly belonged to Wallachia and is still in close contact with it 
today. 

Examining the land records of "Țara Românească (Wallachia), we 
keep coming across the name Muntean (sometimes Moldovean), which 
designates a man who, at some time in the past, came over from 
Wallachia to settle in this region. Sometimes it simply refers to a man 
from the mountains or a runaway hiding under a neutral name. We 
meet especially roving peasants who sertle remporarily in abandoned 
houses (there are many boyars, bondsmen too), peasants who come 
over to practise such trades as wooden bowl carver, coppersmith, car- 
penter etc. Only rarely were they well-off people, owners of cattle 
and/or a plot of land and, even more rarely, sheep owners. As a rule, 
they had no sheep or oened them in insignificant numbers. Anyone 
could make long lists after the published land records!. 

Some extracts from the land records: 

1632, Holbav, Mihăilă Munteanul 

owning Aldea Munteanul, all in all: 6 oxen, 10 cows, 2 sheep, 2 pigs. 

Inquilini, 10 mountaineers from Wallachia who built a hut for them- 
selves last autumn. 

At Poiana Mărului, 18 inguilini, most of them called Munteanul, 
having, in all, 24 sons, 8 horses, 5 oxen, 12 cows, 140 sheep. 

In Sebeş, 9 mountain inguilini, having among them 11 sons, 6 
horses, 1 ox, 10 sheep, 3 pigs, 2 beehives. They are newcomers who 
live in the houses of runaway serfs. 


' Urbariile Ţării Făgărașului, |, Il. 
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Marginea, 1635: 2 inquilini Munteanul with 2 sons, 1 horse, 2 oxen, 
2 cows, 4 sheep, 5 pigs. 

Dejani, 1635: 5 inquilini Muntean, together with 13 sons, 7 horses, 
4 oxen, 5 cows, 20 sheep. 

Cuciulata, 1637: 5 peasants Moldoveanul, with 4 sons and 1 horse. 
Newcomers who come and go, “carry their house on their backs”, 

Breaza, 1637: 9 Munteanul (2 wooden bowl carvers, 2 trough mak- 
ers, | cup maker, very poor people). 

Holbav, 1637: 20, generally Munteanul, totalling 17 sons, 9 horses, 
37 oxen, 9 heifers, 37 cows, 132 sheep, 10 pigs. 

Copăcel, 1637: 4 Munteanul, serfs, living all on one house plot. 

Viştea de Sus, 1637: mountaineer newcomers, among whom some 
12 wooden bowl carvers who also made other wood things, and 2 wid- 
ows. Deserted houses and plors of land: 12. 

Holbav, 1640: 14 names, most of them Munteanul. Totalling 14 
sons, 8 horses, 28 oxen, 9 heifers, 19 cows, 210 sheep, 5 beehives. 

Sebeș 1640: 3 Munteanul, settled there some time before, with 5 
sons, 3 horses, 2 oxen, 5 cows, 25 sheep. 

Dejani, 1640: 3 peasants Munteanul (2 coopers and 1 carpenter). 
They have only 2 sheep. 

Ucea de Jos, 1640: 6 inquilini Munteanul, together with 3 sons, 2 
horses, 1 cow, who came 1-3 years before. 

Arpașu de Jos, 1648: 3 advenae (2 Munteanul, one working as coo- 
per). "Together they have 8 sons, 2 horses, 8 oxen, 2 heifers, 19 sheep, 8 
pigs, 1 beehive. 

Porumbac, 1648: Newcomer seris Muntean - 10 (among them 1 
currier, 2 shack makers). 'They have 16 sons in all, 12 horses, 4 oxen, 
13 cows, 11 heifers, 19 sheep (for 2), 9 pigs. In summer, at mowing, 
time, these mountaineers serve like the hereditary serfs, 2 days every 
third week. When the wine is no good, it is given to them as to the 
other serfs. 

Porumbacu de Sus, 1648: 21 mountaineers, only five of whom have 
sheep (25, 13, 20, 5, 13, 10, 3). "Together they have 36 sons, 17 oxen, 15 
horses, 37 cows, 14 heifers, 16 pigs. One is a cooper. During plowing 
and sowing time, they work for 2 days wirh the cattle. 
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Arpaşu de Sus, 1648: 3 Munteanul with 7 sons, 4 cows, 4 sheep. 

Where are the mountaineers who came with their flocks and wan- 
dered with them all over Transylvania? 

The sheep go one way only, they go towards Wallachia, they never 
come from thai direction. 

3 

But let us insist on a bigger chapter in the touchy problem of im- 
migration. The 17th century is not only a century of growth, but also 
one of a terrible decline. It is the century of wars for Transylvania's 
liberation from Turkish power. Especially towards the end of the cen- 
tury the situation was utterly desastruous. Endless taxes and provi- 
sioning, quartering, circulation of armies, booties, arsons, population 
devastations, flights, treks. 

Again we can quote the case of Land of Făgăraș, the population 
devastations, the massive emigrations, the catastrophic fall in the popu- 
lation. We examined the big land record of Land of Făgăraş for 1700 
and could number only 22 whole Romanian villages which we could 
compare with 1640. 

In the 22 villages we could total: 


1640 1700 
colonists Sons runaways  colonists sons runaways 
1,423 2,399 148 380 MAI 1,167 


A catastrophic fall. More than 2/3 of the population had left. 
Not without interest are the places they went to: 


Land of Făgăraș 30 
Inter. Transylvania 259 
Szeckier zone 43 
Imperial Lands 22 
Land of Bârsa 23 
Wallachia 654 
Moldavia 99 
Towns 7 
Unknown 106 

1,243 
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More than half of them left for Wallachia and Moldavia. The natu- 
ral direction of migration. 
Even the Saxon village of Șercaia marked a considerable fall. 


persons sons runaways 
1637 110 137 1 
1640 109 156 1 
1652 106 161 2 
1699 56 85 15 


Emigrations to Wallachia, especially from Land of Făgăraş, also 
occured in 1726: 


Turkish Wallachia (Țara Românească) 223 
Turkey 5 
Austrian Wallachia 4 
Moldavia 1 
Transylvania 342 
Făgăraș estate (other villages) 115 
Unknown place 102 

792 


And now, the evidence to the contrary. The registrars of Sibiu, a 
residential city also bordering Wallachia, in 1720 had the good inspira- 
tion to note down the place of origin of the Romanian newcomers to 
the Saxon villages. It is not uninteresting to group these names, too, 
according to the counties they came from: 


From neighbouring or other villages in Transylvania 225 
From Wallachia 16 
From Turkey 1 
From Moldavia 1 

243 
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So, the situation was the same: most of the migrating population 
moved inside the borders of the country. As to the exchange of popu- 
lation between Transylvania and the Romanian Lands, these two cases 
have to be considered. Naturally, two or three cases do not entitle us 
to draw any conclusions, yet they are significant. 


“Wandering” Sheep Grazing 
in the Mountains? 
Land of Făgăraş 


The information on the Gurghiu mountains to be found in the 
1688 registers is rather sparse. First, two mountains are registered, which 
belong to the court of Gurghiu and from which hay is mown. Then, 
the names of 29 mountains for sheep-grazing are registered. Many sheep 
are bred there. On one of these mountains the prince's sheep and cartle 
are grazed. Generally, however, the mountains are held on lease. Ac- 
cording to the records of high officials, there were 18 sheepfolds there, 
with variable numbers of sheep: one with 190, another with 200, an- 
other with 300 sheep. For every sheep they usually pay one “ban” (the 
smallest coin). On the same mountains, when acorns are ripe, 20,000 
pigs are fattened, usually 10,000 at a time. When the acorn culture is 
lower, fewer pigs are taken there. Metayage is levied on these pigs, one 
out of 15, those under 15 being paid for with 2 “bani” The exchequer 
also takes one florin from each shepherd!. For the sheep grazed on the 
mountains only money is paid, for pigs metayage is taken or they are 
bought back. So, the higher incomes from these mountains come from 
pigs. The metayage on 10,000 pigs was 666 pigs or the buying-back 
money for those under 15. "The acorn harvest, however, was very in- 
constant and the income was, consequently, most variable. 

There is more information on the mountains of Hunedoara estate. 
No less than 61 mountains are registered there in 1681-1682, spreading 
to the border of the seats of Orăștie, Sebeş, Sibiu and to the border of 
Wallachia. Now these mountains do not belong to the villages, they 
belong to the estate. But, since the estate does not need so many for its 
own sheep and cattle, it usually leases them out, in exchange for money 


"Arh. St. Cluj, Bornemisza fund, no. 3262. 
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and certain services. The land record provides their list, as well as the 
list of those held on lease or for use at that date. The list is very inter- 
esting. Only three mountains are reserved for the sheep and cattle of 
the estate. All are given to others. Most of them are taken by the peas- 
ants, shepherds or sheep breeders in the villages of the seats of Orăştie 
and Sebeș, namely in Răchita, Loman, Pianu de Sus, Deal, Petrești, 
Săsciori, Daia, Cugir, Vinţ, Cut, Sibișel, Vaidei, Căstău, and Beriu. 
Only rarely is a mountain taken by one man. Usually, one mountain 
is taken by groups of 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, in one case by 9. Some of these 
villages hold several mountains through many such associations. Those 
of Cugir hold five, those of Loman eight mountains. Those of Cut and 
of Sibișel hold three each, those of Romoșel and Beriu two each. 

Several of ihese mountains are held by the noblemen of the region, 
noblemen of lower rank, like Nalăczi, Nicolae Zeyk, loan Buda, Kapi, 
Andrei and Ştefan Nagy, Francisc Pap, loan Pater and others. Then, 
there are some mountains held by some of the villages on the estate. 
Schiava de Jos mountain is used by the serfs of Luncani. Schiava de Sus 
is used by Nădăştia de Jos. Bătrâna mountain is used by wo serfs of 
Nădăştia de Jos and by one of Sâncrai. Rudele and Mălaie (Me/Jeje) are 
held by the serf loan Buda of Fizeş. One mountain is held by nine 
men of Boşorod. 

On each of these mountains one or two sheepfolds were established. 
For that, a sum of money is first paid, which varies by the size and 
quality of the mountain, or according to the agreement. The sums 
vary between 20 and 50 florins. For Șurian and Cumpăna Şurianului 
the cost is 80 florins. Some mountains are licensed to noblemen of 
lower rank without any money. Neither do the serfs of Luncani and 
Nădăştia de Jos pay money for the mountains they use, but they are 
obliged to pay in other services. The mountains which bring incomes 
to the estate amount to 55. Besides the money paid, for every moun- 
tain with a sheepfold 3 good big pot cheeses are given, as well as 3 rams 
or, instead, 3 florins, 3 pot cheeses wrapped in fir bark (kzzup fenyâ 
sajt), 3 big cakes (kazup) of resin, 3 big cups of fir seed. So, from the 55 
mountains came 1,375 cash florins, 165 por cheeses, 165 rams, 165 pot 
cheeses in fir bark, 165 big cakes of resin, 165 big cups of fir seed. 


95 


Besides, the great forest guard (f5 gornik) with the five forest guards 
take for themselves from every sheepfold one big pot cheese and a flat 
maize cakez. 

For the orientation of high officials, the registration reproduces as 
a model the contract concluded with eight men of Cugir for the moun- 
tain Mlăci. In order that no change occur from years to year, and to 
keep their rights there, they paid for that mountain, once and for all, 
40 florins, binding themselves ro give, for each year, the due “tax” of 
the mountain and the “Metayage”, namely 3 rains, 3 pot cheeses and 
other “little things”; all that was usually given, without “reducing” 
the income of the forest guard. They also bind rhemselves that, ar the 
slightest fault in their obligations, they accept the mountain to be taken 
from their hands and given to others, without being, returned the 40 
florins they paid. Under these conditions, the mountain is put into 
their hands with the stipulation that the high officials cannot take it 
and give it to others as long as they pay the due tax and the metayage. 
The act was issued by Emeric Thâkălyi of Cricău on 10 July 1674. So, 
the sum paid there was not annual and the leaseholds were liable ro be 
overbid or to be replaced by others, just because another sum of money 
was wanted. From this moment, such contracts had to be concluded. 

If flocks of sheep stay at the sheepfold in the autumn, 50 dinars are 
given for each flock. According to the custom, an axe tax had to be 
paid, too, but it was abolished. In exchange, from now on, no one is 
allowed to cause damage in the forest with the axe or keep his goats 
there, making use of his axe. Sheep are allowed - the text says - be 
cause they can graze without the use of the axe. It is the duty of the 
great forest guard to collect the mountain income and he also has to 
account for it. That is why he must be an honest man, bound by oath. 
The horses needed to carry the pot cheese and the other cheese from 
the mountains are provided by the two towns, half by Hunedoara, 
half by Haţeg. The inhabitants of the neighbouring villages who use 
the mountain woods should give platters, plates, pails and other wooden 


* Urbariul domeniului Hunedoara 1681-1682. Arh. St. Cluj. 
" Ibidem, pp. 58-59. 
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vessels of the kind they usually make out of the mountain wood. These, 
also, have ro be collected by the great forest guard who gives them to 
the high official who keeps the accounts in the city, taking a receipt 
which certifies where from, what and how much he has taken. Besides 
these vessels, the wood workers who live at the foot of the mountains 
have to pay two pails to the city as long as they take the wood for their 
trade from the mountains. Then the accord is ripe in the mountains, 
according, to the number of the pigs taken there, aliens pay 20 “bani” 
per head. From the pigs of those on the estate, the tenth part is taken, 
those under ten being paid back wirh 4 dinars each. 

Those of Beriu (Orăştie seat) hold two mountains under special 
conditions, they have carried out corvee for them and have paid the 
tax, LOO. 

Therefore, the mountains are considered to belong ro the city and 
they bring in various incomes. But they also produce other revenues, 
some smaller, like those from hunting, fishing, others bigger, like those 
from trials (from fines), the mountains also having their own statutes. 
Thâklyi insists on the mountains in his instructions, for this reason. 
Not the least important income comes from the annual mountain tax. 
The instructions say that the inspector must see to it that the great 
forest guard brings it in, according to the land record. The ram and pot 
cheese tax to be paid to the lord by the sheepfolds is taken, according 
to the lord's will, in cash or in kind. But, since it is more useful to have 
rams than their cost established by the land record, he better takes 
from each sheepfold big, beauriful rams which can be sold on the whole, 
for good money. As to pot cheese, if possible (since the lord hopes not 
to live here long) one florin be taken for each, because - Thkălyi says 
— “it will be easier to send me money than cheese”. Pot cheese is also 
made from the lord's sheep's milk, so great care should be taken that 
the flock grow, not be reduced, and also that all sheep produce is really 
attended to. From the collected wool, after the servants have been 
given the wool they have to get as pay, blankers must be made for the 
lord and his men, which are to be sold when the lord does not need 
them. Moreover, as is customary, an order must be given for fir seed 
and resin to be collected in the mountains. And forbid he destruction 
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of the forest with axes by the shepherds under punishment of a 40 
florin fine“. 

The high official keeping the accounts is instructed that all moun- 
tain incomes, as well as the legal fines, are to be asked from the great 
forest guard entrusted with their collection; if there is something wrong 
with their administration, he must be forced by the inspector to give 
them and, if the prefect is somewhere near at the moment, report the 
matter to him “for he will sure make him give them””. 


Land of Făgăraş 


What a great difference in the development of Land of Făgăraş, 
popularly called Land of Ol, in all respects, including the mountains. 
It has played a distinct role in the history of Transylvania as well. Placed 
in the very heart of the country, below the massive and spectacular 
Carpathians, it is the most overwhelmingly Romanian county. It has 
played an important role in the history of the Romanian people. Play- 
ing a role, both legendary and real, in the foundation of Wallachia, it 
continued to be, for a long time, part of Wallachia. Successively ruled 
by princes of the Basarab line, Vlaicu, Mircea cel Bătrân, Vlad Ţepeş, 
Basarab Laiotă, 'Țepeluș, Vlad Călugărul, and Radu cel Mare, it was 
always claimed by them as their paternal, ancestral right. In 1502, Radu 
cel Mare asked for Făgăraş and Amlaș from the Hungarian king, through 
a Polish intermediary, regarding them as parental, ancestral assets. 
Michael the Brave himself, who owned it at a time, also claimed it as 
jus antiguum waivodarum Valachiae Transalpin. Flis fulcrum in Tran- 
sylvania was the city of Făgăraş and the estate, according to the previ- 
ous princely custom, he offered through an act to princess Stanca. 

As masters of the county, the princes perpetuated its fundamental 
institutions, its basic social classes, the boyars and “rumânii” or the 


“ Ibidem, pp. 52-59, 675. 
* Ibidem, p. 658. 
* Szâdeczky Lajos, Erdely &s Mibdly Vajda tărtânete 1595-1601, Timişoara, 1893, p. 482. 
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peasants, the boyar justice courts of Făgăraș, Porumbac and Comăna, 
the Romanian law. 

The boyars will be, to the end, the titular nobiliry of the County, 
the aristocracy which appears here will be only the lower aristocracy, 
conditional or registered. The boyars by right, the true ones, born and 
legitimate (ver:, nati et indubitati) will remain only those created by 
the princes of Wallachia. 'Those created later by the foreign princes of 
the estate will be considered as only conditional and revocable, like 
the libertines. They will be dispossessed of their subjects, “rumâni” or 
“vecini” (peasants) (preferably called here “vecini”"), by prince Râkâczi 
I, yet their title of boyar will be preserved to the end, che boyars being 
the fundamental class of the Country, representing its basic army which 
follows the prince in his expeditions. It will play the role of military 
staff in the future border regiment. The dignity of boyar is, in any 
case, a title of distinction, a title of pride, which has always protected 
this class from dissimilation through the successive currents of 
proselytism, through office ennobling, successfully surviving as a Ro- 
manian nobility. 

Wich the generalization under princes - starting with Gabriel 
Bethlen and continuing with the Râkâczi line, Apafi Mihaly - of clas- 
sical serfdom in Land of Făgăraș, prerogatives and rights were delim- 
ited. The boyars, limited in their rights and prerogatives, defining their 
own patrimony, will never cease to maintain the main social positions, 
the lawful parts in the common Romanian patrimony of the country, 
too, the natural, permanent communion on both sides of the moun- 
tains, furthering the natural union of Romanian people themselves. 

Let us now see how the relations appear in documents. 

A first statute of Land of Făgăraș exists from 1508, issued under 
the authority of the lord of Buda and of the royal advisor Ioan Bor- 
nemisza, following an agreement between the lord of che city of Făgăraș, 
Paul 'Thomori, and the boyars and all the Romanians or “rumânii” of 
the district: “cum Boyaronibus universus que walachis ejusdem districtus 
nostri Fogaras...” Seeing the difficulties the lords of castles made for 


“ Vecin = lat. vicinus, peasant enslaved to the feudal lord. 
” Kolozsvâri Sândor - Oviri Kelemen, Corpus statutorum Hungariae municipalium, |, 
pp. 169-175. 
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the boyars and all the other Romanians of the district through creat- 
ing unusual taxes, besides the customary ones, ab antiqguo, and that, 
because of them, the region cannot recover so as “to be adorned with 
masses of people”:, the lord reduces the taxes and payments and estab- 
lishes more regulations. 

The first to decrease is pumagium hominis of the boyar, from 66 
florins, squeezed by the lords of castles, to 33 f. That of the Romanian 
peasants (rustici Walachi) was put down from 33 f. to 25 f., or to the 
sum agreed upon, under 25 f. The tax of bloodshed - e/fusio sanguinis 
- from 13 to 4 f. The redemption of the language (redemptio linguae), 
from 13 f. to 6 f. Slandering words (verba debonestatoria) in the Courts 
of Justice are fined with 1 f., perjury with 1 f., overlooking the seal of 
the lord of the castle 1 f., trespassing by force (potentialiter) of the 
courtyard, garden, plowed land or hayfields of anyone, 13 f. He who 
commits violence in the field, for instance by plowing the lands-of the 
peasants, mowing their hayfields or robbing their harvests shall pay 
3 f. Some of these exposed at the trial should pay only 1 f. 

Thefts are punished most severely. According to the old custom, 
he who steals one sheep, one pig or other small catle should give 12 
instead, to avoid being hanged. Let the same custom be maintained in 
the future, too; he who steals one horse should give 12 horses or 2 
florins for each horse, that is 24 f., to be spared the gallows. 

He who takes something from a peasantv's house or from outside 
the house, from the courtyard, stable, garden, is fined 6 f. Here “peas- 
ant” (vecin) probably means a subject like in Moldavia and Wallachia, 
so, if another peasant is trespassing, he is not punished. That is how 
we must understand the case of the one who plows the lands of a “sub- 
ject peasant” (vecin), mowing them, plundering the harvests. Those 
who break into other people's houses or get inside through the win- 
dow should pay wirh their heads. 

There are dispositions on adultery, marriage, inheritance. The 
Romanian peasant (rusticus Valachus) who wants to drive away his wife, 


8 . . q. . . . . . . . 
“.. ut huius modi districtus et pertinentiae castri nostri Fogaras multitudine populorum 
decorentur...” Ibidem. 
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i.e. the side who decides on the separation, should pay nine aspri to 
the boyar whose subject he is”. 

On the boyar's legacy and its division: the boyar, after death, should 
leave to the lord of the castle his saddled horse and his spear, or, if he 
hasn't any, give another horse instead. 

There are dispositions on the regime of sales over the border, her- 
esy, treason of the city. Last but not least, those who dare rise against 
the lords of the castle, the high officials and their men, should pay 
with their heads. 

Of particular interest are the subjects” labors. Every year they have 
to bring to the city two wagonfuls of wood per head, one on Christ- 
mas, the other on Sânmibai (Saint Michael's day). They must movw, 
according to the old custom, only 1wo days, also having to collect and 
carry the mown hay. These were, naturaliy, the subjects” tasks. For the 
city, the rule is to give to the lords of the castles one florin per head, a 
pailful of wheat and a pailful of oats. 

Făgăraş is in a special situation; it had its privileges regarding the 
opening of pubs and exemption from taxation for breweries. 

Another regulation was implemented around 1560-1570, i.e. after 
Gheorghe Doja's uprising. 

Tax on cattle of 1 florin or 50 dinars, according to the number of 
the cartle. The village priest has to pay 1 f. on Pentecost. 

There are other gifis and taxes, besides these. In autumn, every 
household, every serf paying taxes owes a pailful of wheat, a pailful of 
oats, 5 cabbages, 12 trouts, every bigger village 5 big cups of butter, 
smaller villages 4 or 3 or 2, according to the size, when the acorn is 
ripe, every village, one pailful. În winter, every village, one deer or, if 
this is not possible, 16 heirs instead. Ar fasting time, every village a 
platter of fish, a cake of resin. They do not owe cereal and wine 
metayage. Taxes on the pigs fed on acorn and oat and money; and pigs 
only one our of 50. No sheep tax appears here. The sheep tax was a 
royal tax only. 

Interesting, again, are the work obligations: every serf, on Sângeorz 
(Saint George's day) and on Christmas, gives a wagonful of wood and, 


“aspru = Turkish silver coin. 
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only if he is able to, one cart and draught castle. 'They have the duty, 
per head (fejenkent) to reap three stocks of either wheat or oats, but 
they do not have to transport them, too. Townsfolk should transport 
the harvest where need be. They also have the duty to make malr 
(szalad) for beer. 

When only a partial call to arms is announced, they have to give 
200 horsemen (/ovago:) who are to be paid by the lord of the country. 
But when the army is dissolved, what the lord paid, the villages must 
pay. When there is a general call to arms (kăzânseges bad), conscription 
is per head. 

Every village must contribute a barrel of wine. 'There are restric- 
tions for sales, stag hunting, fines. 

According to the custom, every year, in every village, a boyar is 
elected who takes care of the community and collects the taxes. If an 
elected boyar dies in office, the sons or the relatives should give a horse 
or 3 florins. 

Regulations, accommodations in given reports. 

Here, obviously, the laws of 1514 have not been applied. The one 
working day per week of the serf does not appear. Yet, a gradual ac- 
commodation is obvious, a tendency to introduce serfdom here, too. 
Decisive was the order of prince Gabriel Bethlen, who fixed the divi- 
sion of the subjects in three groups and the compulsion that they work 
every third week, which meant 2 days of work a week. There were 
regulations which led to the ensuing of general serfdom, under Rakoczi 
or Apafi Mihâly, that separated the patrimony and the prerogatives of 
the boyars from their subjects, the peasants (vecini). 

The separation comes out clearly in the general land record of Land 
of Făgăraș in 1640, under prince Râk6czi I, who ordered the inclusion 
of the boyars in the land records, with the obvious intention to deposses 
them of their subjecis, the peasants (vecinii). The symbiosis is accu- 
rately defined, the spheres are delimited, the institutions of Wallachia, 
adapted to the new relations, the general serfdom within which they 
will develop, the boyars will be expropriated of their peasants, but not 
of their legitimare inheritance. 
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In che 1640 registration on the big estate of Făgăraș, in 39 villages 
248 boyars with 412 sons appear, by name. On Porumbac and Comăna 
estates, other names appear in 1648, 39 of them with 49 sons?. 

The peasants are registered only numerically and only on the Fă- 
găraş estate. There were registered: 248 boyars and 516 peasants. 

The general condition of the boyars appears in figures only on the 
big estate of Făgăraș. Here, the 248 boyars appear with: 


sons 412 
horses 491 
0xen 721 
heifers 267 
cows 604 
sheep 4,105 
pigs 2,445 
beehives 412 
harvest, galleta 4,414 
hay, carts 1,307 


To that are added 39 boyars, registered with their property in 8 
villages of Porumbac, with 49 sons, 68 horses, 108 oxen, 61 heifers, 89 
cows, 825 sheep, 252 pigs, 17 beehives, 825 galleta of wheat, and 225 
cartfuls of hay. i 

In principle, the boyars live in the traditional indivision, now ad- 
vanced. Averages are not much higher than twice the peasant income. 
The number of peasants will now be much lower, but not unimpor- 
tant. Besides these property figures, the boyars also have other assets, 
in shared ownership or individually: mills, felting machines, presses, 
lumber mills, forests, their own mountains, valuables which are con- 
stantly restricted, yet not entirely taken away from them. The peas- 
ants suffer more losses, being compelled to use the labour of peasants 
with no land and other aides. 


” See D. Prodan, Boieri și vecini în Țara Făgărașului, table from 1640 reedited in Din 
istoria Transilvaniei. Studii și evocări, Bucharest, 1991, p. 49-60. 
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There are great differences of wealth. We can name prominent boyars 
with greater wealth. Examples: i 

Neagoie Strâmbu of Șinca, with 1 horse, 7 oxen, 8 heifers, 9 cows, 
40 sheep, 50 pigs, 5 beehives, 150 galleta of wheat, 50 cartfuls of hay, 5 
landiess peasants. 

Gaşpar Boier of Berivoiu Mare, with 15 horses, 12 oxen, 6 heifers. 

Şrelan Leszai of Lisa, with 200 galleta of whear, 50 cartfuls of hay, 
34 landless peasants, 5 serfs, inspector. 

Șerban Ișpan of Luţa, with 10 horses, 8 oxen, 4 heifers, 8 cows, 150 
sheep, 60 pigs, 16 beehives, 80 galleta of wheat, 30 canfuls of hay, 4 
landless peasants plus 5 serfs. He shares these assets with his brothers 
Andrei and Marei. 

Drăghici Breazul of Luţa, with 4 sons, 6 horses, 6 oxen, 2 heifers, 6 
cows, 100 sheep, 35 pigs, 3 beehives, 40 galleta of whear, 7 cartfuls of 
hay, juratus assessor. Together with 2 sons who, in their turn, have 4 
sons in all, 4 horses, 10 oxen, 5 cows, 116 sheep, 20 pigs, 5 galleta of 
wheat. The sons of Drăghici!?. 

Many boyazrs in estate offices. 

The division, the individualization of boyar assets is constantly in 
progress, boyar wealth is diminishing. 

In 1720-1721 conscription of boyars numerically registered in 53 
villages on the 3 estates of Făgăraș, Porumbac and Comăna, 725 boyars 
appear, totalling; 


354 12 plots of land 
1,593 oxen 
1,347 COWS 
328 heifers 
506 horses 
2,879 sheep, goats 
2,019 pigs 
659 Chives 
17,549 stacks wheat, rye 


1 . 
See the previous note. 
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7,674 stacks oats, barley, spelt wheat 


1,058 stacks millet 
1,946 stacks hemp 
Crops: 
autumn 2,836 galleta 3 ferdele (1 f.=20 litres) 
spring 1,719 galleta 2 ferdele 
maize 14 galleta 3 114 ferdele 
hemp 199 galleta 3 ferdele 


Arable land in both fields: 8,626 galleta, 1 1/4 ferdele 


hay 1,844 _artfuls 
reap hay 1,879 artfuls 
felling milis 7 artfuls 
landless peasants 51 artfuls 


As the number of boyars increases, economic averages go down. 
Yet, the boyars maintain themselves as a compact mass in Land of 
Făgăraș to the end. 

Let us go back to the other fundamental term of social life, “vecinii”, 
which also underwent some development, nevertheless maintaining 
the essence, the characteristic features, now reduced to the definition 
and generalization of serfdom, of being bound to the land; they adapt 
themselves ro the evolution of the boyars themselves. For the study of 
the relations between rhe boyar and che serf, of the serf's duties to- 
wards his boyar during the critical time of the abolition of serfdom, 
we have only two texts which are more precise, though not detailed 
enough. In the village Grid in 1640: “Here, in this village, as in Land 
oi Făgăraș, in the beginning, the serfs owed labours to their boyars, 
namely, if the boyar gave to a seri, for every field, land for two days 
plowing and grass to mow, he allowed him to mow for two canfuls of 
hay, then the serf had the duty, at plowing time, io plow for one day, at 
harvesting, to reap four stacks and at mowing also to movw for one day, 
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which they call corvee (c/acâ). Besides, on Christmas, every serf owed 
to his boyar a cartful of fire wood, a hen and two knotshaped loafs”, 
The second, from the summary evidence of 1675 of the former inspec- 
tor Leszai Istvân: “Serfs sertled on the boyar's land, serfs who now 
work at the manor, those serfs had the duty ab antiquo (because the 
masters of this category of serfs who were called vecini used to give 
them tilled land in the fields) by Christmas time to give them a cartful 
of wood, a pail of oats, to plow the land till noon, in summer to mow 
till noon and to harvest ull noon”. 

Whar a difference between these labours and those of the serfs across 
the border! No need to comment! 

Land of Făgăraş, with one town, an array of 54 villages, Romanian 
villages with a population of agricultural workers, at the foot of the 
mountains = a population of late settlers? Could this be the country of 
people who penetrated there gradually, wandering with flocks through 
the mountains? Certainly not! 

We shall nor insist on the regime of waters, land, the entire com- 
plex of serf life, public duties, the natural tasks which make life so 
complex - a sedentary life now - for the serf bound to the earth, ridi- 
culing the fantasies of random roaming, of an endless ordeal of 
“Europenization”. We unearrhed plenty more evidence when reserching 
the chaprers of this book, as well. 

On the Făgăraș estate, the mountains are rarely separated from the 
woods. They are, usually, studied as a whole. The beech forests and 
especially the fir forests were in the mountains. Distinctions appear 
rarely — like those of Grid and Perșani in 1632 and 1637. Or entries 
such as the one on Poiana Mărului, saying that the village was first 
founded by the city captain, at the time of King Istvân (Bărhori), see- 
ing the great wasteland of mountains and forests and no profit from 
the rivers full ot fish, his ofâce being to guard the mountains, forests 
and fishing waters. Şercăița, near the forest, also has a good mountain. 

Arpaşu de Sus has a beech forest in the mountain, where 300 pigs 
can be fattenad when the acorn crop îs ripe. 

The entry on Perșani, 1632: there is a very useful mountain which, 
memoria bominum, used to be their own. But the previous year the 
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Saxon lords from Braşov, getting there potentia mediante, occupied it. 
During the time of Ştefan Rerhii they went to court over it. With the 
trial under way, they occupied it unlawfully. The prince notes: if he 
loves his job and his life, the inspector should take care to get it back 
by lawi!. 

Now other villages complain about the mountains occupied by 
the authorities of Braşov. The villagers of Vad complain that during 
the rime of Rethi Lâszl6, the people of Braşov occupied by force the 
mountains Văcaru and Lelescu and hold them now to the detriment of 
the village, though they lawfully belong to the village. Șinca complains 
that at the time of princess Ecaterina the authorities of Braşov took 
possession of mount Nămaia by force and owned it now, though it 
was a mountain which those of Şinca had held peacefully one hundred 
years before. Under Perșani, the same statement about the mountain 
held by rhose of Braşov. Now, part of the forest called Homorod is in 
question. It is the inspector's duty to win it back by law, the prince's 
note says. 'The mountain income, according to the reports of those 
interrogated, is due to the boyars of Ohaba; therefore, they have for- 
warded an incorrect letter, with no seal on it, written in Romanian, 
which, they say, they gave to their forerunner, Basarab, voivode of 
Wallachia. 

The text of the village Poiana Mărului is missing. Under Holbav, 
however, a piece of information appears, to the effect that the village 
was first setrled at the coming of Ştefan, at the time of Gabriel Mailat, 
because the people of Braşov made great damages in the mountains 
and they had to be protected from them. The people of Braşov, in the 
past, in the time of prince Gabriel Bârhory, had the duty to pay 60 
florins cash every year. For the necessities of the kitchen, they had to 
give a platter of pepper, saffron, clove, ginger, which they always gave, 
unfailing]y, in due time. Besides, they had the duty ro give to the in- 
spectors several yards of clorh and rwo pots of cochineal. If all these 
were not handed in due time, the inspectors were free to get foresters 


” Urbariile Țării Făgăraşului, vol. 1, 1601-1650, București, 1970, p. 201 (bereafter cited 
as Urh Făg.). 
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asi cttee fenesi guuands as well as all the oxen and carts they could ger 
Holtllaifiim tie ftouresu or im the mountains and send them to Făgăraș, to 
Hseltegzi: urreltzar zarmese there until those mentioned above are given. But, 
fran umana reason, this custom was discontinued after the rule of 
Gatbrniall Tila, 

Annarrtiirg to the 1640 land record, on Văcaru and Lelescu moun- 
teairt, misi were oocapied by rhe people of Braşov, the prince's sheep 
are gmaazeat! avar summer. Yet they complain that before the people of 
Bonasow taralk uhezm, :f in summer they grazed the allodial sheep on one 
cf utheam, asn the oulher the villagers were free to graze their own sheep, 
lar mw the lugh officials no longer allow them to do that. Mount 
INăinraaia ecmnimues ro be in the hands of the people of Braşov. The rexts 
căt IFiollbaw adi Perșani are repeated. 

An Ciorpăcel start the gorges of Wallachia. One goes to Şercăița, an- 
catea ao Biucirama,, he third to Sebeș, merging at the fountain of Nămaia 
ao fior ame pass which leads to Rucăr and Câmpulung; the fourth 
dom Berewoi; the fifth from Dejani, the sixth from Breaza, the sev- 
mul from Nezor, then they all get together on mount Brătila, heading 
aro Walliacihia at che Brata customs point. The eighth, from Recea, called 
Pleșa, joums the other paths at the fountain on Turcila peak. The ninth, 
from Vuşrea de Jos and Viştea de Sus, leads ro mount Viştea Mare; you 
am tale in no go to the customs point of Nucşoara. Also to Nucșoara 
leads re zenrh, starting from Ucea de Sus and bearing the name of 
Ucgoara. From Arpaşu de Sus a foot path goes across the mountains 
and descends into Wallachia, at Sălătruc. Another path, Cârţişoreanul, 
leads mo Arefu, the third, from Porumbacu de Sus, leads to TiteştiD. 

Unlike 1he previous land records, the one of 1640 registers the 
lbowars” properties, including their mountains. The entries indirectly 
umitorm us now why the mountains are not registered in the previous 
land records: because the mountains were, to a great extent, boyar prop- 
erty.. Now, the mountains and the boyars who own them are men- 
tiomed. Nor consistently, but often enough ro give us an idea. 


“ Ibidem, pp. 506, 507, 
” Tbidem, pp. 53-54, 735-736. 


108 


As we have seen, the boyars of Ohaba claimed the mountain rev- 
enue, deriving their rights from the time of Basarab, the prince of 
Wallachia. Man Stoia, alias L.udul of Șinca with his brothers has a 
sheepfold on mount Nămaia. A party to this mountain is the widower 
Ursul Stoia, who had an estate together with Ludul Stoia. The boyars 
of Bucium were able to assert their right over the mountain in court. 
Coman Urs of Mărgineni has inherited, together with his son, Coman 
Urs, from his relatives, by trial, the fourth part of mount Țigan (Czigani 
bavas), a mountain which is registered under the name of the boyar 
Ion Stanciul, who has it in his property together with a number of 
close relations (Aztiafiakkal). On this mountain there is a sheepfold. 
Ion Domboi of Sebeş, together wirh the other parties to the estate = 
four in all - own the fourth part of mount Sebeș, called Groapa, with 
a sheepfold on it. Rânie Vasile of Hârseni (Gropa FHerszten) Stoica Ursul 
with son Bârsan Ursul own the rwelfrh par of mount Valea Buzdugan 
(Valia Buzdugan, Valia Buzdugani). Barb Aldea has the sixth part of 
the same mountain. The priest Petrașcu Marciul also has the sixth 
pan here. The boyars of Copăcel own, together, two mountains, 
Stânişoara and Perriceaua (Petricze). Gaşpar Boier of Berivoiu Mare 
with the local boyars have, together, two whole mountains, Picioru 
Scorţii (Piczore Szkorcza) and Valea Radul (Valia Radul). Finally, the 
priest Dumitraşcu has a fourrh part here. Oprea Cornea of Ileni, with 
his son Man Cornea have, together, the eighth pari of mounr Bâlea 
(Belia) where they have a sheepfold. Oprea Vasul of Râuşor and his 
brother Coman Aldea own half of mountain Scărișoara (Szka/iszora), 
where they have two sheepfolds. The boyars of Săvăstreni have, to- 
gether, mount Bâlea (Bela) which they share with the villagers and 
with Francisc Kemeny. Stoica Motoc of Săsciori with his son Radu 
Motoc own, together, the fourh par of mount Baba. One founth of 
this mountain is owned by Stoica Motoc junior, Coman 'Teţ and Radul 
Teţ. The boyars of Netor jointly own mount Butin, where there is a 
place fit for a sheepfold. Gheorghe and Ştefan Boier and the widower 
Tămaş Boier of Recea own in common mount Pliașa (Pliasa), where 
there is a sheepfold. Leszai Istvân of Lisa owns a mountain; those graz- 
ing their sheep there have the duty to give, annually, two pot cheeses 
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and one “vadra” (about three gallons) of soft cow cheese. Three boyars 
called Gavrul living here have in their property half of mount Sălașu 
(Selaso), on which they have a sheepfold. Oprea Aldea of Pojorta has, 
together with his close relatives, mount Valea Pojorâţa (Valia Posoritza) 
with wo sheepfold sites on it. Radul Sârbul of Ludișor owns the moun- 
tain bordering on Wallachia together with severa] close relatives of his. 
Ionașcu Grama owns a mountain land as large as that of Radul Sârbul. 
Sharing this mountain are another three boyars. The boyars of 
Voivodenii Mari have, together, mount Moşul Mare (Mosul Maire), with 
wo sheepfold sites on it. Aldea Cabuz of Voivodenii Mici owns the 
mountain Faţa (Facza) with a sheepfold site on it. Șerban Işpan of Luţa 
also owns a mountain bordering on Wallachia, bought with cash money, 
a mountain shared with the other local boyars. Streza Dragomir of 
Dridif and his son have half of mountain Budi, on which a sheepfold 
can be set up. Şerban Voilai of Voila, with several relatives, owns the 
mountain Smida (Zmida), on which there is a sheepfold. Aldea 'Tassu, 
alias Dobrin, owns the whole mountain Faţa lui Dobrin, where there 
is a sheepfold. The priests (boyars) of Drăguş, with several close rela- 
tives, own the mountain Drăguș. Stoica Gravul and his brother Todor 
Gravul of Beşimbac own the fifth part of mountains Arpășel (where 
there is a sheepfold), Arpașul as well as mount Sniapoli (probably 
Şneapăn) on the skirrs of the village Breaza. In Viştea de Sus, three 
boyars own one third of the mountain Viştea Mare, the other two 
parts are the property of another four. Among these, the priest Popa 
Oprea with wo close relatives owns one third of this mountain and 
one sheepfold. In Viştea de Jos, Neagoie Boier with Radu Ișpan, Oprea 
Marcul and the widower Popa Comşa own together mount Zănoaga 
(Zinoga) on which there might be rwo sheepfolds. Hangul Dulie with 
the boyars Radul Dulie and Ionaș Dulie together with five serf rela- 
tives own the mountain Viștea Mare. The division of this mountain is 
not clear: anyhovw, there are many parties to it. The serf relatives might 
be boyars who had been dispossessed. Comşa Sranciul and his son 
Bârsan Stanciul own the whole mountain Viştişoara with two 
sheepfolds on it. 'Toma Vladimir of Ucea de Jos has in his property, 
with several close relatives, mount Ucea Mare, with two sheepfolds on 


110 


it. Oprea Bacilă has, rogerher with Petrașcu Vasilie of Ucea de Sus, 
mount Ucişoara (U/czisora), with a sheepfold on it, while Popa Radul 
with Popa Oprea own, with several relatives, mount Tărâţe, where 
there is a sheepfold. Radu Colcer of Ucea de Sus owns the tenth pari 
of mount Ucea Mare, where there is a sheepfold. In Arpașul de Jos, 
Ştefan, Petru and Bogdan Boier own one third of mount Batian (or 
Vatian) where there is a sheepfold, Comşa Stanciul another third, Radul 
Voican the other third. Oprea Aldea has one fifth of mount Albota, 
Popa Vasile also has on mount Albota - owned by five parties - one 
fifth, with a sheepfold on it. Mountains or parts of mountains are, 
cenainly, owned by other boyars, as well, who have nor been regis- 
tered as proprietors of such lands. 

In the village Viştea de Sus, belonging to Blaj estate, the mountain 
Viştea Mare (Viste Maire) has been registered, it neighbours mount 
Viştea de Jos, called Zănoaga (Zenoga) and the mount of Ucea, called 
Ucișoara. It can feed two flocks of sheep, for which the boyars are 
annually given 2 summer pot cheeses or 3 pails of soft cow cheese 
(kompona ordât). There is no pass to Wallachia in this place. The same 
text in 1691 and 16941. 

In the land record of 1680, at Porumbacu de Sus, two mountains are 
registered: Puha and Stâna Mare. They belong to the lord and his sheep 
graze there. As to the other two mountains, Bârcaci and Șerbota, one 
belongs to the serf Silcă, the other to a lady, the wife of boyar Matei Iesca. 
Sărata has its own mountain, where the village sheep and catrle are grazed. 
The mountain on the border of the village Scorei is divided into four parts 
among, boyars who graze their cattle there. On the border of the village 
Corbi, the prince has no mountain; the one that exists is owned by the 
village. Ar the bonder of he village Ucea de Sus there are two mountains, 
Gridomanul and Ucişoara. They belong to the boyars and bring no profit 
to the prince. Yet, since there is a pass there towards Wallachia, usually 
there are two frontier guards there; no cattle are ro be grazed there with- 
out the knowledge of the high officials". 


”* Arh. Fisc. Trans., 494, Ub. 2D. IX, Fasc. 49D. 
"Usb. dom. Porumbac, 1680. Arh. St. Cluj. 
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(Nu Atata dle Jos, in 1682, two mountains are registered, Albota 
aut Baronul. Ban uhey belong ro the boyars Oprea Popa, Lascu Vasul, 
Rozatiu Wăgul amd! oalhers who pay no tax for them; only those who graze 
tar slireazp Where give ro the lord two pot cheeses for each sheepfold. 
Tlevuilhge las mo mountain of its own!€. 

No irnavunazuns are registered at Oprea Cârțișoara, Valea Cârțișoara 
dani lLaatanza. Tie belong to the prince... 

$n, lha inoyrars have been able to maintain a large pail of the moun- 
wuin olt Făgăraș, using them separately or jointly with the villages who 
— ax ve ltume sazm — have only rarely their own mountains registered. 
The ensure, mexerrheless, keeps to itself an ever larger share of them, 
cană, munasralls, The best, for irs sheep. The boyars own them also indi- 
vistbudlhp lun. um most cases, jointly, in keeping with the laws on inher- 
DUE (ur A0AusItion, în joint possession of the boyar lands, all the 
manihars ot a large boyar family, all the boyars in a village using them 
tar tihnaur sheep. cartle and pigs, or deriving advantage from their pro- 
dune, also pcuntiy. They appear, from the start, in the registry books. 
Tibe durecn mossession of the mountains could not be too big an attrac- 
ccm fine we estare when it had its basic income from the sheep, the 
mes, Through the zihe or tax on sheep, while for its own sheep it 
amullă reserve as much mountain space as it wished, and even for the 
ieadiime mhere of foreign pigs. 

Nora, 1 would be better to compare the two regimes, on the two 
sudias ct he Carpathians; one meant to attract, the other to expel, indi- 
canine the very cause of migrations. 


“ Ask. Sr. Cluj, Teleki fund, fasc SO/IV, ar. 1. 


Images of the “Promised Land” 


This land which, by its virtues, has attracted people like a magnet, 
deeply influencing the history of the country itself, has given birth to 
a historical controversy which has lasted for generations: the Roma- 
nians” immigration from Țările Române (the Romanian Principalities) 
to Transylvania, a continuous process which has step by step raised 
them to an absolute majority among the peoples of this land. Immi- 
gration was boosted by the virtues of the regime in Transylvania, by 
its superiority to the neighbouring regimes. 

When we examine this “immigration” historically, we will neces- 
sarily have to study and to carefully weigh its motivation: “the supe- 
rior conditions” that lured the potential immigranrs. 

According to this theory, the Romanian people, a people of shep- 
herds, wandering with their flocks, felt attracted, above all, by the 
landscape of the country, by its mountains and valleys where one could 
roam freely, as well as by the social regime superior to the one which 
they abandoned, leaving behind the “Phanarior hell” of the Romanian 
Principalities. We shall have to examine, mainly, Romanian shepherding 
and the social regime, the two incentives for this displacement. They 
will have to be examined in detail. We must establish, above all, to 
what extent the Romanian people can be regarded as a people of wan- 
dering shepherds and to what extent the social regime in Transylvania 
could have appealed to this people. 

Let us start with the social regime, more specifically wirh serfdom, 
now in the stage of bondage. We shall confine ourselves to some im- 
ages invoked by the serfs themselves. And this precisely in the critical 
century = the 18rh. Since the limitations in the land records and in the 
laws are neither decisive nor compulsory, let us listen to the serfs them- 
selves. Let us now listen to the serfs in Făgăraș land, bordering on 
Wallachia, which could, therefore, attract immigration as early as 1726. 
At that time, an ample hearing was carried out, from village to village, 
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with a simple question: why do the serfs run away, why are villages 
lefr empty and poor? 

The answers were rather complicated. 'The peasants describe their 
living conditions, in great detail, as being pathetic, presenting a pic- 
ture of serfdom as viewed fron the inside, with its many calamities 
hiding behind the laconic formulae of the texts of the land records. 

First, the image of the labours. 

In the villages under the rule of the Exchequer, labour is done in 
various ways: periodically, globally, paid by a tax, and labour added to 
the tax. In most villages the answer is simple — they labour four days a 
week: that îs the norm established by the Diet. These labours can be 
exceeded: 

“The four days a week would be endurable, but they become six” — 
the people of Pojorta complain. “Every week we serve four days and 
yet, when on the fifth day we go home to make a profit and work for 
our own benefit, they will not leave us alone — they keep giving us 
things to do, here and there” - those of Voila! complain. 

“Ye, the serfs of his highness lord Iosif Teleki”, his subjects of 
Telechi-Recea tell us, “are ruined and impoverished because of the la- 
bors beyond measure, though in the winter our lord leaves us one or 
two days a week to work for ourselves, he gives us not one day in 
summer, except for Sundays, but as soon as spring and the time for 
work comes, he keeps us busy from Monday morning to Saturday 
evening, until mid-winter. On holidays, our toil is still harder, for then 
he chases us, all the people of rhe house abie to work, men and women 
alike. Apart from that, although we serve day in, day out, our wives, 
at home, spin hemp in winter and wool in summer. Because of these 
heavy duties we can hardly work for ourselves, so we are left without 
crops, we find it very difficult to sow, for our own use, 4, 5, 6 ferdele (1 

ferdelă = 20 litters) and there are no more than two or three men who 
manage to sow 3-4 galletas. Yet, every year, we have to give 30 ga//etas 
ofoats, whether we have them or not; if we do not, we must pay money 
to buy the shares each of us owes and most of us buy it in cash...” “In 


"D. Prodan, Răscoala lui Horea, vol. |, p. 17. 
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winter, they let us have only two days and in summer they chase us 
every day, to work with the plow, the scythe or the sickle, depending 
on the time of the year. It often happens that we, men, are sent to 
Zagăr (Târnava Mică), to Şoroştin (near Blaj) or somewhere else, and 
our servants left ar home are forced to put in the same amount of 
work, with cattle or on foot, as if we, too, were at home” - those of 
Arpașu de Sus declared. The same thing happens when they are sent 
to work for the city of Făgăraș; their wives and their servants are driven 
to work, too. Crab apples, acorns, alder buds, hop plants, hazels and 
other such things, they declare, “must be garhered by us on Sunday, 
for there is no time for it on other days, when we work for he lord, a 
work which never ends; while we toil some place, our wives endlessly 
spin at home, hemp in the winter, wool in the summer and it is a 
miracle chat we still have a shirt on our backs and a morsel of bread in 
our mouths”?. For the many reasons mentioned, “but especially be- 
cause of the labours we owe to our lord, we get very poor and wretched, 
because the tax to the emperor is not so burdening and bitter as is the 
great toil because of which, if it lasts too long, we shall have to leave 
our homes and go elsewhere forever”?. 

At Porumbacu de Sus, work in the fields is combined with work in 
the local glass factory. 

“We, the serfs, have worked before at the glass factory and that was 
hard work, too. Then, they let us pay a tax instead. Now, recently, 
they have built a new glass factory and they wear us out with this hard 
work because, besides that, we work four days every week, now with 
our cars, now with our hands. Now, more important people wish to 
work in the factory and we, wretched men, have nothing else left ro us 
than starvation.”“ 

Now, changing their attitude, the serfs complain about the tax to 
the emperor, about the cashing-in methods, about execurions and ex- 
cesses. Their duties become more burdening because some of the serfs 


* Ibidem, p. 18. 
” Ibidem, p. 18-19, 
“ Ibidem, p. 18. 
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run away and the others have to fulfil the work quotas of those who 
are gone. 

“It has become impossible to bear any longer the toil and the heavy 
taxes, which are imposed upon us every year, so, if we do not borrow 
from others we cannot pay them with our own resources, however 
hard we try, for we have gone heavily into debt and, maybe, we will 
never be able to pay them back. Despire all that, we would borrow 
money if we could find it anywhere, but nobody will lend us any”, the 
people of Berevoiu Mic complain. The scarcity of money is so great 
and they cannot obtain it in any way (Pojorata). “The emperor's taxes 
weigh very heavy on us and we are unable to cope with them any 
more, for up to now we are deep in debt, nearly 2,000 florins - and 
that (the tax) they squeeze from us through heavy exactions”, the vil- 
lagers of Ludişor say*. 

These exactions were accompanied by the usual abuses of the rime. 
The tax-collector always came accompanied by armed men and they 
spent several days, sometimes several weeks in the village, the peasants 
being forced to accommodate them and give them plenty of food and 
drink, to take care of their horses, to pay to them “horseshoe money”, 
etc. 

“They eat and drink their fill, day and night alike — last year alone 
we spent on them, apart from food, 50 German florins on drink and 
horseshoe money” - the people of Telechi Recea complain. “They tear 
away from our mouths the jug of wine and all the food we can spare... 
a lieutenant and his five men have swallowed, from evening till morn- 
ing, besides brandy and what was brought as gifts from the manor, 60 
cups of wine and 9 “bani” each” - state the serfs of Streza-Cârţişoara. 
The village of Arpaşu de Jos spent in one year on tax-collectors at least 
80 German florins, according to the serfs. 'The situation was the same 
in Porumbacu de Sus. Once, a German tax-collector spent 20 days, 
another time 18 days; they wasted on him 45 florins. 

The beer, the wine, the brandy and the food are rather wasted by 
them, because it is not only they who eat and drink but also others, 


i Ibidem, p. 19. 
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namely the soldiers who accompany them” (Drăguș). They ask for 
more food and drink than they can use, more wine than they can drink, 
they spill it and waste it and, above all, they abuse the villagers, they 
call them names and do everything to make them miserable (Pojorta). 
They drink wine and waste it as if it flowed in rorrents (Sărata). Iv 
happened that for a debt of one “ferdele” (20 litres) of whear, the tax 
collector drank the value of one “galleta” of wheat (Scorei). 

“Whenever any tax collector comes to our village and stays here no 
more than one hour, he takes from us “horseshoe money”, 1 “şuştac 
(Polish silver coin which circulated in the Romanian provinces in the 
past), and he asks for as much food and drink as he can use and we are 
forced to give him ten more large cups if he can drink them” (Streza- 
Cărţişoara). The peasants, naturally, had to buy the wine, especially as 
no wine was made there. A German tax-collector who came with two 

„boyars drank 15 large cups of wine in one day alone. On another occa- 
sion, the tax-collector, with some friends of his, ate and drank from 
evening until dawn 12 pounds of meat, 4 hens and 30 large cups of 
wine (Ulcea de Sus). No better are the Romanian tax-collectors Hoza 
and Taflan of Beclean, sent to the villages to collect the fiscal taxes or 
the public incomes: “they do more evil and bad things than the Ger- 
man tax-collectors and cause more damage”, the serfs of Netot say. 
“They are one hundred times more ruthless than the German tax- 
collectors” — the people of Săsciori accuse theme. 

So far, research has also revealed texts like the following: “The pre- 
fecr also gives too free a hand to the tax-collectors and lets them tor- 
ment us, to close us up in winter in the pigsty, as they have done 
several times, and while we were there they sprinkled us with cold 
water and did not even allow others to bring us some food. In our 
houses they have plundered everything, sometimes they have spilt 
plenty of wine, especially last winter they spilt so much wine that we 
walked on wine in our houses. The collectors are the same, they never 
give good advice to the Germans, urging them only to engage in ever 
bigger excesses. It happened many times that they forced us to dance 


” Ibidem, pp. 19-20. 
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barefoot, starving and thirsty, and if we refused to do so the German 
tax-collector beat us up”, add the people of Arpașu de Jos. “The Ger- 
man soldiers took some men of our village, bound them in a bundle 
and rolled them over and toriured them; the people became so fright- 
ened that those who wouldn'r have left this place gladly were only a 
handful”, say the people of Corbi. And so on and so fonh!. 

No less alarming are the situations created by the imperial army 
stationed there. A few examples are sufficient: 

“When the emperor's army settles here”, the serfs of Ucea de Sus 
say (59 families), “they make us promise them many gifts: fat pigs, 
wheat, oat, hay and victuals and yet they force us to work as postmen, 
too. Last year, when a standard bearer was here, we had to give him as 
a gift: 2 fat pigs, 2 sheep, 2 cartfuls of hay, 2 pails of wheat, 3 pails of 
rye, 8 pails of oat, 100 hens, 2 cups of butter, 2 “ferdele” of white peas 
and other such foodstuffs as he needed, as well as 9 German florins. 
Besides, every soldier got 2 hemp shiris. And these were only the in- 
fantrymen, and we did not give them much, but when officers and 
cavalrymen came to our village we gave them three times as much. We 
remember that not long ago, a captain called Martinech was in our 
village and we gave him 30 cartfuls of hay, 6 pails of rye, 6 pails of 
wheat, 15 pails of oats, and the pail was of 5 “ferdele” (a pail usually has 
4), 4 far pigs and many other things. Yet he forcibly killed 7 oxen and 
some choice cows for his own use and for the use of the soldiers and he 
gave us back only the hides. And, since in our village water springs 
easily, on various occasions they made us dig fountains, one after the 
other. Another time, we gave that much, and even more, to other of- 
ficers. Yet, in winter they forced us to go fishing and our feet nearly 
froze in the cold water. When they went hunting, they took 10-15 
people as beaters. 'Two of our men were guards at their kirchen every 
day. 'They had to pay the cook 2-3 German florins because he cooked 
for them.” 

“When the emperor's army settles in our village, high ranking of- 
ficers always come here”, say those of Porumbacu de Jos (with 166 


“ Ibidem, p. 20. 
* Ibidem, p.21. 
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families). “Three years ago, colonel Lochstet was quartered here and 
we gave him as a gift 50 German florins, 6 well-fattened pigs and other 
food stuffs and natural goods aplenty; we have jost the list, that is true, 
but we know, for sure, that what we boughr with cash money, natural 
goods and food stuffs, together with the 50 florins, amounred to more 
than 300 florins. Now, the high officer, his excellency baron Riedl, 
lives here and we have been forced to give him 6 fat pigs, which we 
boughr with 21 Hungarian florins and 60 “bani”, spices worth 4 Hun- 
garian florins, all kinds of earthen ware bought in Sibiu for 6 Hungar- 
ian florins, a fat ox for killing at 8 florins, a fat bullock at 3 florins, 14 
pails of oats for malt at 7 German florins, 8 “vedre (1 vadra = about 3 
gallons) of suet at 17 florins and 28 “bani”, 5 “vedre' of butter at 14 
florins and 40 “bani, 10 ducks at 1 florin and 50 dinars, 4 geese at 96 
“bani”, and he wants another two. Apart from that, we gave 158 hens, 
500 eggs, 10 pails of clean wheat, 8 cartfuls of hay, 39 pails of oats, 5 
measures of salt bought at 2 florins and 40 “bani”, 31 “vedre” of vinegar 
bought at 5 “bani” per big cup (ejtel), 5 “ferdele” of parsley boughr at 1 
florin and 80 “bani”, 2 “ferdele” of red onion at 96 bani, 1 ferdela of 
garlic at 60 bani, 1 pound of wax at 74 bani, cotton for candle wicks at 
40 bani. Besides that, we gave about 3 gallons of fresh butter, 14 “vedre” 
of milk and 5 “ferdele' of Romanian peas. We gave the corporal 1 fat 
pig, for which we paid 5 florins, and we also gave him 3 pails of oats of 
5 “ferdele' each. We also gave him one big pail of wheat and one cartful 
of hay. Besides, the military clerk also asked for 2 1/2 cartfuls of hay as 
his share, but he would not give us a receipt, though we gave him two 
big pails of wheat, 9 pails of oats, 1 big pail of rye, 4 big cups of butter, 
1 cartful of hay, and 1 pig for roasting. Apart from that, to 10 soldiers 
we gave 30 florins for food. 'The bed clothes they did not return; what 
is more, they asked for clorh for their shirts. In winter, many high 
officials came to the main officer and stayed in our village from time 
to time; having their headquarters here, they took from us 9 galleta of 
oats and 3 cartfuls of hay for their horses.”? 

“When the emperor's armies are quartered here”, say the people of 
Viştea de Jos, “if an officer settles in our village, he asks for at least one 


" Ibidem, p. 22. 
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Gării pis, aecoitdimg to his status and rank. Besides, turkeys, hens, 
gtesee, lhuitiei;, eggs, vimegar, honey, rice, spices, vegetables, as much as 
lee pasii axe: winter. And) since we have no such things we have to 
Hryytttasim fior cash or to try to get them in some other way. They are 
seltibsm sul fiaiena., sometimes they exceed our possibilities. But then 
viei Lis wlkai hey want, and they make us promise to offer them as 
galtss mary paul of whear and oats, cartfuls of hay, and if we don't 
Psconri see ulhesm anything, they torment us and torture us in every way, 
usisilulkesy squrzeze a promise from us. For the officer's kitchen we have 
teo puli comrtanally men, women and utensils. If they are non-com- 
miscural oiiners or just soldiers, we also have to give them lots of 
gifes. Eram wo arm ordunary soldier the host has to give cloth for his 
stii ntss, Wor las paunas and his sack, flour and butter, because if he doesn" 
ggiseelh nm hasez huimgs, lite with him will not be easy. If he does not like 
ttăzethozii aliznlhes ahe host has given him, he uses his own, but asks to be 
pasti Îl Mlamam Hart his. IE he is a horseman, the host looks after his horse, 
gas i maur amd) oans, cleans the stable and brushes the horseman's 
tars, te re barrdliyp has any rime left to work for his own benefit.” 

Similar stanemesmas can be found from various villages, in different 
20085. 

“Wlhean solldiers are quartered in our village — either German or 
Yniham ar we don't know what other nation — if we ask them to grant 
uss za dizibap, hey show us rheir sword, which means that they are the 
canpenor 5 soldiers. They ask for plenty of wine, beer, brandy, and 
iforasii, a wil as oans and hay for their horses, and if we refuse to give 
vtkvam uihese, theș bear us up and make us suffer in every way” -— the 
peryile cit Score: complain. “They do not settle from the start in the 
csscdbinthredi plazes, buz stop almost in every village and frighten the 

peur people by askunz for carts, cattle, and to exempt them, they ask 
tor caxtiar sgiils”, uhe people of Viștea de Jos complain". 

Wamiaus comnupr practices occur in the tax for quanering of the 
“allirare. Ale fondsmutts for the upkeep of the army are taken in kind 


" huldem, pp. 22. 
" dbiittem, p.B 
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when they are expensive, when there is a time of starvation, in cash 
when they are cheap; and not at the market price, but at 2 florins the 
pail of wheat, 2 florins the cartful of hay, and 60 “bani” the pail of 
oats. The peasants often have to buy the goods they are forced to give. 
When the goods are given in kind, only the best ones are accepted; 
clean whear — “if it is not like pearls, they will not take it”, the people 
of Arpașu de Sus say. “They want the “ferdela' to be overflowing, the 
oats passed through a sieve and stuffed into a pail, and five “ferdele” 
instead of the compulsory four, hay must be from the garden and they 
take two cartfuls, pretending it was only one. On arrival, if they do 
not give gifts, they have ro wait with the goods, two or three days, 
even one week with the hay, and theyare caleed names and beaten up. 
“When we take the hay there, we have to unyoke the oxen and drive 
them home because sometimes the cart tays laden with hay for two 
weeks and they don't want to take it, and when they do, they take 
cartfuls instead of one.”* 

Sull more complainrs refer to work in the towns: 

“In the town of Făgăraș we have to work hard, both with the carts 
and with our hands, when we are asked to”, the people of Arpașu de 
Jos declare, “but more importantly we must give large quantities of 
wood in the winter, in the summer wood for the shops, and we never 
know whether the people o whom we give the wood need so much of 
it. If, because of the lordiy obligation or for other reasons, we cannot 
take them there, we must strike an agreement with the forestry official 
and pay him 10-20 polture (a Polish or Austrian coin) for one carful 
of wood, for if we do not pay or cannot carry the wood they come 
with us and we must give them food and drink”. 

The village of Sărata, for instance, had to provide 110 cartfuls a 
year only to the city, apart from what it gave to the army. When the 
carts are driven to Făgăraș, the wood is taken under the same condi- 
tions, rwo carrfuls instead of one. Any delay entails the same punisk- 
ments, the same corrupt practices. Îf a village has no forest, it bas to 
buy wood from other villages which own forests, or to pay money 


“ Ibider, p. 23. 
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instead. They often have to carry building materials, beams from the 
mountains for the city, tree trunks for saws, to carry planks, loops and 
other things. Those of Arpașu de Sus and of Ucea de Jos have carried 
fir wood for building and loops to Făgăraș, oak wood to Sibiu for pal- 
ing, hoping that they will ger money for it, but so far they have seen 
not one coin. They also have to send to the city carts, cattle, and work- 
ers. 

They complain mainly about the many cartings for the city, for ' 
the army, for travellers, for the post. Long-haul cartings to Sibiu, to 
Braşov, to the Szekler zone, for many days running. Wine carting for 
the estate, for the army, from Blaj, from Mănărade, from Cetatea de 
Baltă, from Dumbrăveni, on bad roads which break the carts to pieces 
and make the cattle die. The people of Viştea de Jos bring not only 
wine from where they are asked to, but also iron, all the way from 
Hunedoara. 

Especially the villages which are on the big roads complain about 
travellers, high officials, civilians, and military in passage or simple 
travellers whom they have to accommodate, to feed and to put carts, 
cattle and horses at their disposal. 

“Almost every day we must give carts to serve as mail coaches, 
horses and cattle for travellers who go either ro Sibiu or to Brașov or 
still farther, so our caztle are engaged there until the third or che fourrh 
day or, often, for one week and many perish there. As it happened 
recently, when two good carts from our village remained in Buzău (in 
the Szekler region). In three or four years, seven of our horses died on 
the road. It often happens that all che cattle of our village are driven 
out”, say the people of Viştea de Jos. “Sometimes there are people 
who go about without an identity card and if the village officials ask 
them to:show it, those people beat them up; instead of identity cards, 
they show them cudgels.”1 | 

A reason for many complaints is, as usual, wine distribution. Ac- 
cording to the custom, the estate gave to the villages, depending on 


their size, three or six barrels of wine, or some 40 “vedre” per village (1 
vadră = about 3 gallons), distributed at the holidays, Christmas, Eas- 
ter, and Pentecost, which they would sell at the established price and 
give back to the estate the new price with the added profit. Yet, they 
were often given low quality wine, which was, sometimes, not accepted. 
In that case, they had to distribute it to the serfs - they carried it from 
the house, they tried to persuade the man to take the wine which he 
was supposed to take and if he took it, it was all right, if not, they 
spilled it in front of his door, and the serf had to pay for it in any case. 
If he did not pay for it, he naturally had to pay the usual fine. When 
there was a poor crop year and no wine was given, they had to pay the 
possible profit — 12 florins per barrel - under the name of “dry pub”. 

The people of Drăguş, who were distributed 6 barrels annually, 
had to throw away two barrels this year, and three last year, as the 
wine was undrinkable. “We are distributed annually 6 barrels of wine 
of 40 “feri” each and they give us very poor wines, which are wines 
only by name; good water is better'than this wine and because they 
sell it at higher prices than elsewhere, it is impossible to accept it.” 
The village of Netot is happier about the “dry pub” of 72 Hungarian 
florins annually for 6 barrels. “Ic is a great burden on us, but we are 
happier to pay it than to sell so much wine, because this means a smaller 
loss to us.” The village of Porumbacu de Sus gets for the three holidays 
6 barrels (of 40 “vedre” each) of wine to be sold. Even if it were better, 
when there is no army in the village, the local people cannot drink it 
because they have no money to pay for it. “Sometimes, however, they 
give us wine which is so bad that not even the soldiers can drink it, so 
it gets worse and turns into vinegar, then they weigh it and distribute 
it among us, the poor, and if we refuse to take it they spill it in front of 
our doors and three or four days after that they chain our cattle and, 
under threat of heavy punishment, they squeeze from us the fixed 
price. The publican himself often loses cattle because he keeps the 
wine too long and the quality is reduced. And they always sell it at a 
higher price — 3 “bani” more than is customary in other places in pubs.” 
We can even quote an officer selling wine in an abusive way. A sub- 
lieutenant in the city of laşi has bought malt and has put the people to 
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make beer and it was very difficult for them to find wood to boil it, 
because they had no forest nearby and then he sold the beer”'s. 

And there have been many other corrupt practices, with various 
offerings: blankezs, hens, eggs, butter, honey, crab apple, hazels, acorns. 
And all these are to be given in addition to the labour, in kind or in 
cash. The fox hides they have to give can be replaced by paying 3 flor- 
ins. 

Orher kinds of offerings: alder buds, acorns, roseberries, blackber- 
ries, hazels, and hop planrs. All that the lord might need. 

Another offering is the cattle to be killed, an offering specific of 
the Romanian villages: one or two per village 

Then there are the various produce taxes: pigs, sheep, lambs, and 
beehives. Difficulties in the administration of woods, waters, and 
mountains. The boyars are also complaining about various corrupt 
practices. The inclination to revolr is natural, as well. The army being 
present in great numbers, escape is widely practised. In 1726, in the 39 
villages of the Făgăraş estate 1,595 serfs, 105 landless peasants and 963 
runaway serfs were registered!$. 

Similar hearings, in the same Year 1726, were carried on in country 
Târnava. Ale same calamities: hard work, taxes, corrupt practices, 

Examples: 

The judge of rhe village Alma, on Vasile, is confessing that, espe- 
cially in the zone of Sigismund Bânffy, the serfs are burdened, beyond 
any limit, with serf's labours, especially during summer, when, in cer- 
tain weeks, not one day is left to them to work for their own benefit. 
h was very hard for them, especially in the winter when they were 
forced to carry salt with their carts from Turda to Partoş and, because 
they could not go, Bânffy's high official fined every man who owned 
oxen one florin and 82 “bani”. At $mig, the widow of Gabriel Henter, 
Susana Balog, drives them to work without limit, often not allowing 
her men even one day a week. The people of Ceuaş consider that their 
village's poverty is due not so much to the heavy “dues” but to the fact 


“ Ibidem, pp. 25-26. 
“ Ibidem, p. 29, 
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that the serfs of the orphans of counts Samuel and Alexe Bethlen are 
forced to toil all week, and that two men of every household must go 
to reap. Judge Boncea of Lepindea also deplores the fact that: “The 
high official of the orphans of count Alexe Bethlen burden us with 
labors beyond any limit, leaving to the poor serf not one day in a 
week; more than that, in the summer, he takes two men out of every 
household and keeps them in service the whole week: because of the 
heavy “dues” and of the service for the lord we have become utterly 
poor, we have been left without draught cattle”. Also at Laslăul Român, 
the high official of the orphans of count Ladislau Bethlen, during har- 
vest time, takes two men from each household and keeps them in ser- 
vice for a whole week. The judge of Sânziana complains that, the work 
being done in a distant place, the serfs have ro stay with their cartle 
five or six weeks, the poor serf being left not one day by his lord; it is 
the same when the serf works at the border of the village, only some- 
times he manages to have a day for himself . The lords do nor allow 
them one day at Seleuș. And, because some have to do their work far 
away, they have become very poor and their wives have to work by 
the day and they share their gain with their husbands. We shall not 
quote count Teleki who is known for his incorrect practices. Here, 
too, officers occupy the village pasture land, make hay on it, graze 
their horses in the forbidden border zone of the village, and nearly kill 
the men with labours. Work, cartings, cuffing. “If che county chief has 
no mercy to improve things, we fear gloomy consequences”, judge 
Ştefan Auer confesses. 

At Ormeniș, those on the side of the heirs of count loan Bethlen, 
serving in Berchieş (county Cluj) are kept there up to ten weeks on 
end and “the poor people are not given so much as dry bread”, says 
judge Andreas Kâdâr. Ar Țigmandru, count Samuel Berhlen made four 
serfs hire four farm hands to work for his highness and that cost them 
96 florins annually. Ar Sălcud, Petru Dâniel and Gabriel Szalânezi 
hardly give the serfs four-five weeks a year for their own economy. At 
Cucerdea, the serfs of Sigismund Balogh of Diciosânmartin work the 
hardest of all; they are not allowed one day for themselves. Ar Cornești, 
the serfs” work is not firmly fixed, the lords make them work when 
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they wish to, especially during harvesting, they make them work ev- 
eryday. At Gănești, they are not asked to do more than four days a 
week, but they cannot use the other two left because of carting and 
other transporation work. At Corneşti, Francis Pekri does not allow 
the poor man at least one day for his, own work, in winter and sum- 
mer alike. Ar Micăsasa, lords Adâm Arkosi, Sigismund Varsânyi and 
Mohai, sometimes do not give at least a free Sunday to the poor serfs. 
“VYle do not know the rules of service for the lord, because we have to 
work any time his highness orders us”- the judge of Petrisat declares”. 
And so on, and so forth. 

Alarming situations can be noticed in many places. One of them, 
in 1750, in county Bihor, in the villages belonging to Beiuș region, 
which are the property of the Roman-Catholic Bishopric of Oradea. 
His Holiness was not scrupulous, either: 

“As o the labours”, the serfs complain, “they are endless, they drive 
us day and night, for the Bishopric has erected iron constructions with 
the people of this land, paying nothing to anyone for his work. They 
keep them now with our labour, they make us bring stone (iron ore) 
for them from Transylvania, and carry the iron to Oradea, an approxi- 
mately seven mile long way. They make us carry the trees for coal 
from the mountains, down such steep valleys that all rhe four wheels 
of the cart have to be hobbled and yet three or four men are needed to 
keep the cart firm; our carts go to pieces, our cattle get injured. We 
carry the coal from the forest in our carts to the smelting houses... 
And we wonder a lot about that because Her Majesty the Empress has 
mines (smelring houses), but there the workers are all paid while, we, 
in this region, get no pay. That is why our region wants Her Majesty 
to order îhat this work be done for money, that paid men be hired to 
carry the trees, the coal, the stone, and the iron. Also without pay has 
the Bishopric built the pubs, the wine being carried by people of our 
region, both in winter and summer, from a distance of ten to twelve 
miles. It has also built breweries without pay; we keep up those with 
fire wood, for them we carry barley from other counties, also from ten 


” Ibidem, pp. 29-30. 
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to twelve miles away. They also make us go to work on buildings; 
there we endlessly carry in our carts building wood, stone, planks, 
shingles, which His Highness does not always need, but sells them 
outright, like a merchant. 'Therefrom, we carry, on our way back, ce- 
reals and other food stuffs. Also in the land of Beiuş we do construc- 
tion work, we sow wheat, oat and maize for the lords, we plow the 
land iwice, harvest, mow, reap, and carry the cereals, thresh them, we 
prepare the hemp, break it, spin it. At harvest time, they sometimes 
take one hundred men to the lord's fields, but for their work they do 
not give anyone even a piece of bread and when evening comes they 
drive them all, as if they were caztle, to the castle and, whether they 
have bread for them or not, they do nor ler them go before others 
come from their homes to replace them. And, because they are so 
poor that they do not have bread for two or three days, some of them, 
being very hungry, want to go home; then the foremen bear them up 
and take precaution money from them. And when they can't pay for 
this precaution money to get it back, they lose the money entirely. 
Every summer they ask us to make bricks: there, our men have to stay 
for a whole week, they carry wood, bum the bricks and then trans- 
port them to the specified place, then they carry lime, sand and what- 
ever else is needed. Ar the castle in Beiuș we transport as much wood 
as they want, there our men stay day and night, without a rest, for one 
week. And there we also have to work for the chief of the court (the 
commissioner) an not only for him but for the high official, the priest, 
the organist. When the commissioner sends the foremen to some place, 
they go to the market there and, without any right, take the poor 
man's horse forcibly, without listening to his complaints; then they 
ride the horse for two, three or four days and if the horse dies in their 
hands, they make the poor people pay for it. They drive us to the 
mountains with our cattle to fetch construction wood from places hard 
to reach, where no man has been with his cattle, and for one tree trunk 
we must cut one hundred times to be able to pull it with great effort, 
often only with the power of our arms, from the valley to the peak... 
24 foremen are not enough to order and drive the poor people, day 
and night, to all kinds of labours, so our lords also have five great 
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chef (fobirak), who are not paid by the rulers... These chiefs roam 
through he region day and night, with the foremen, they eat and drink, 
plunder the poor people, insult the village judges... When the poor 
peaple work for the lord, these judges, in their turn, abuse them and 
beat them up mercilessly. When they make the people work for the 
lori, they choose thirtv or forty, at a time, and make them work for 
tham, and the foremen do the same... Other serfs have their work 
fixed by rules, how much to work in a week or in a year, but our 
laboars are coantless; day and night they drive us to whatever place 
thep want, so aur people are in rags, they have been empoverished by 
so much “pushing and shoving!. And now, either because of this work 
tor rheir benefir or the lack of time, our land has not been sown, to 
such an axtent that some people in our villages have not yet sown at 
laasr one handtul ot autumn seed. And some of these could easily run 
zay from the land of His Highness, with the little profit they get, if 
no Order is given for an alleviation and if this toil is not eased up here, 
n any way... Now, the great chief Grajczâr (once replaced because of 
hus abuses) has regained his former office, with gifts from the estate 
pretacr, and goes about with that murderer of a foreman (he, too, was 
replaced and sent to prison because he had killed rwo women and chil- 
dren) ro abuse and torment the people. Since his trial he has beaten up 
zighr people and now, together with the judge, he has beaten up an old 
man, aged 80, named Manea Luca of Hârşeşti; they tied his legs to the 
beam and, stripping him of his clothes, they lefr him naked and 
whipped him. They also bear up an invalid old woman about one 
hundred vears old, after taking off her clothes. And they forced them 
10 dance, and, being frighrened, they obeyed, although at that time 
theș had paid their taxes”! 

One might think that such ordeals cannot be topped. And yet... 

Ye only have ro listen ro the future metropolitan Alexandru Sterca 
Șuluţiu speaking about the labours of rhe “moţi” (Romanians from 
the region of the Apuseni Mountains) — the cutting and drifting of the 
uree trunks and wood for mining necessities. 


“ Balăzs Eva, Jobbăâgylevelek, Budapest, 1951, pp. 193-197. 
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“One cannot say, and no one who has not seen, as | have seen, can 
believe wirh what bitter difficulty and risk of human lives those labours 
were done.” The tree trunks were descended along the dry chute, “a 
thing which could not be done in summer but in mid-winter, at times 
of heavy frost, for only then did the wood slide down the chute”, “Dur- 
ing this bitter work , more backbreaking than the making of bricks in 
Egypt”, high in the mountains, at a two or three days” distance from 
home, in days of terrible frost, the serf had to spend weeks wading 
through high snows until he managed to ger down the mountain his 
quota of timber. “How many had their ears, face and legs frostbitten? 
Sheirered only by the fir branches, lying on the fir branches stretched 
out on the snow, how many were those who fell severely ill? How 
many were brought down from those places maimed, without legs, 
without life? How many were hose who had their hands cut and their 
head hurt by the logs that came down at the speed of a cannon ball 
along the steep trough as slippery as glass and as frozen as a bone?” 

Very dangerous was also the drifting of the logs down rivers, along 
the Ampoi, the Valea Mare of Bistra and the Arieș, which was done in 
spring, when the snow melted and the waters were swollen. 

“During this activity, the poor mountaineers had to go into ice- 
cold water, resulting from the recently melted snow of the mountains, 
and sometimes they went in waist-deep, and therefrom, with iron hooks 
fixed in axes with long tangs, they set free the big heaps of logs stopped 
and tangled in mid-river, which the swift waves had turned round and 
gathered in a heap as big as a house. How many found their graves in 
the waves of chese rivers? How many were caughi unawares under the 
hill-sized heaps of running logs, having no time to avoid them? They 
were swept off their feet and buried under and only much later were 
their broken smashed bodies found and interred. How many of these 
unhappy workers, in the cold springs, had to toil all day, soaked up to 
the waist and spending the nights of frost and deep fog on the bare 
ground, under the sky, trembling with cold and with the exhaustion 
of labour, and weakened by hunger, so they fell ill and died, leaving 
behind large, impoverished families?” 


” Istoria Florii și a poporului românesc din Munţii Apuseni ai Ardealului, Ms. The Library 
of the Cluj-Napoca Branch of the Romanian Academy, pp. 204-207. 
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The serfs were not exempt from work even at times of famine, as in 
1816, when they had ro do the labours, like the people of Horea's 
village, eating “bread as black as coal, made of weeds, tree bark, and 
corn cobs, mixed wirh bran, oats or unsifted maize flour, or a few 
potatoes; those wretched people who worked so hard, exhausting them- 
selves, had nothing else to feed on”. 

“Here is the kind of food I have seen, what one of those people was 
forced to eat, to take out of his bag at noon; food that made my hair 
stand on end and made me fret and fume inwardly. | have seen a 
wretched man of Albac who, drawing nearer to the fire, taking sting- 
ing nectles out of his sack and frying them on embers, so that they 
should not sting his mourh fed himself on them alone, for he had no 
bread or other kind of food in his sack.”2 

How difficult it was, also, to drift rafts down the Arieş, down the 
Mureş, the work of the people of Topliţa. The loaded rafts went down, 
along the swollen waters of spring, at high speed down the river Mureş, 
in danger, any moment, to hit the trees, the rocks in the water, the 
banks at the bends, and to break to pieces with the whole load, which 
was, usually, big. There were some spots on the way, in the Mureş 
gorge, between "Topliţa and Leciu, known by raftsmen as particularly 
dangerous, where the raft could get stuck and the rifts behind could 
get blocked and go one on top of the other, drowning or killing under 
the collapse those who were not able to or did not succeed in jumping 
into the water in time. 

Endless complaints of every kind. Carting without end, for the 
city, for the army, for ravellers, for the post. Long cartings to Sibiu, to 
Braşov, to the Szekler region, which lasted many days. Wine cartings 
from Blaj, from Mănărade, from Cetatea de Balta, from Dumbrăveni, 
on bad roads which broke the carts, stopped them, killed the cattle. 
The people of Vişea de Jos bring not only wine, according to orders, 
but also iron straight from Hunedoara. 

Especially the villages on the main road are complaining about 
travellers, high officials, civilians or military, in passage or just simple. 


” Ibidem. 
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travellers whom they have to accommodate, to feed, to provide with 
carts, cattle and horses. 

The situation is no better in northern Transylvania, in Crasna and 
Sălaj. On the estate of baron Bânffy Gy5rgy, for instance, the serf has 
to work with his cattle, with his hands and with 2-3 people or his 
whole household. He works on the lord's estate and his son, too, is 
forced to labour. On the estate of Bânffy Dezs8 4-5 work, sometimes 
for 6 weeks without a break, and no food, either. Tordai Jâzsef, does 
not allow he serf or his cattle ro go home before he has served there 
for 7 weeks. There are no regulations restricting the labours, they are 
harassed day and night, without bread, without any food - the people 
of Pericei are complaining. The serfs and the landless peasants of the 
widow of baron Bornemisza Ignâc have to do their labours at a dis- 
tance of 7 miles, without any food, either for them or for their cattle. 
The serfs of Petenia go for wine 7-8 miles away. Endless work also on 
the estates of Bânffy of Nuşfalău, urged on by curses and bad lan- 
guage. Baron Francisc Bânffy, at plowing and sowing time, does not 
content himself with one man; he forcibly takes 4-5 men out of one 
household - the people of Borla are complaining. Each plowing takes 
two weeks and they are not allowed to rest before three plowings are 
completed - the serfs of Bocşa Română ot baron Bânffy complain. 
Then comes the transportation of corn and hay. They have to carry 
the wine from 7-8 miles away. And, for any delay, even when they are 
not responsible for it, terribly bad language is used, as well as inhu- 
mane beatings. 

Long, difficult cartings to the lord's places, to fairs, with your own 
cart, your own cattle, without receiving any food or fodder for rhe 
cattle, he damage to caris or cattle being not paid back. 

Besides this, the women worked, too, which was not counted in 
the labour days. 

Then, the endless list of the serfs' duties — lordiy, public, military. 
Taxes doubled by nona (the 9th part of che peasant's produce, given to 
the lord), abusive terrage, impositions of all kinds and on every occa- 
sion: hens, eggs, chickens, butter, cheese, honey, and even sparrows, 
hazels, and crab apples. Catrle for meat. Abusive wine selling. Arbi- 
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trary rents. Impositions, public work, work in the city, work on roads, 
salt carting. Military obligations, quartering, transportation, etc. Who 
could count them all? Bread, never, but, in exchange, insults, beatings, 
tortures, imprisonment on any occasion. Beatings, sometimes to death. 
More and more frequent changes, robbing of the serf's cultivated land, 
of pasture land, of forests. Among other complaints, the following: 

His Highness, Lord Vaji Mihâly, “has brought our town to ruin. 
He has plundered all of us, poor serfs, of our arable land and hay fields, 
so we hardly have any land left to live on and to keep our cattle, and 
also to pay the tax we owe to Your Majesty; we have come to utter 
poverty. And all for the sole reason that our arable lands and hay fields 
are extremely small” (Crasna). 

Or the viliage Vârşolț: “The earhly Lord has taken from us, poor 
serfs and peasants, the best arable land and hay fields which he has 
added to his estate, giving us, in exchange, some riverside coppice, 
bushes and poor land, and in a much smaller amount, which we can- 
not use and cannot live on. We cannot pay the impositions and taxes 
we are forced to pay”. 

The people of Ip complain about the same kind of robbery, “so we 
have been reduced to beggary, and this is of no use to the King and we, 
having nothing to feed ourselves on, are doomed to destruction. If we 
clear a place and cut the thorny bushes and unroot the wild weeds on 
it and turn it into arable land or a hay field, it is taken from us and 
used by our lords”?!. 

Aggravating for the serf was not only the work itself, but also the 
conditions in which the labours were done. 

The labour was to be done mainly by the head of a family, the man 
in a household most able to work. We have been able to see how the 
principle was put into practice. 

The serf's work was done with his own tools and cattle. Especially 
the plowing, how often he had to harness four or six oxen! He had to 


“ See P. Abrudan, Documente inedite privind obligațiile feudale ale locuitorilor din 
comitatul Crasna în a dona jumătate a secolului al XIII-lea, in Acta Musei Porolissensis, IV, 
1980, pp. 439-474. 
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work especially when land tillage was urgent, and it was urgent on his 
own land as well! 

Work at a distance was a calamity. The lord”s estate was, as a rule, 
very dispersed, often in many zones, even in different counties, usu- 
ally having a seat, an administrative and economic center - a caput 
bonorumn. 'The serf very seldom did his work within the boundaries of 
his own village. He often worked far from his home, far from his own 
village, at a great distance where he frequently had to spend weeks, 
even months. How many problems were created by these journeys, 
food for the man and his cattle, both on his way there and back, the 
endless trave]s towards the economic center! Labour far from home 
was all the harder as neither the duration of the working day nor the 
time of going and returning were fixed. Were they considered part of 
the obligations or not? Were the rainy days or the fragments of a day 
considered as part of the obligations? 

Then there is the problem of food for the man and his cattle, Noth- 
ing, more arbitrary, nothing more incriminating than the serf's com- 
plaints; did hey get any food for themselves or fodder for their cattle? 
How difficult it was for the serf to feed himself during the weeks and 
months he spent away from home! 

Not even in times of famine were the serfs told about their rights! 

There were no regulations concerning the length of the working 
day or the labour dues. No guarantees against to the corrupt practices 
of lords or high officials. But there was much abusive work in the 
factories! 

And everything happened in the context of the implacable regime 
of serfdom, of its endless calamities. So, Transylvania does not appear 
at all to have been the highly praised “promised land”. 

That was soon to be convincingly proved by Horea's uprising. 

x 

o complete the image, to convince ourselves how very difficult 
things could be in the alluring regime of Transylvania in those days, 
i.e. during the period of the liberation of Hungary and of the Princi- 
pality of Transylvania from under the Turkish yoke, let us make a 
shorr leap backwards in history, to the end of the 17th century, to the 
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regime of the three nations - Hungarian, Szekler and Saxon = to the 
domination of the Sanctioned and Compiled, towards the regime of 
“olerance”, which excluded the Romanians from among the citizens 
of the homeland, declaring them only tolerated usque ad beneplacitum 
regnicolarum, prefacing the virtues of the regime of the “promised land” 
which were to artract the great Romanian immigration. The era of the 
famous Sanctioned and Compiled. 

The serfs” obligations grow gradually throughout the century. By 
the end of the century, with the liberation war, they skyrocker. Espe- 
cially the taxes and the military obligations, the upkeep of the libera- 
tion armies with all irs difficulties. 

The tax is collected according to varied criteria: the cattle owned 
are a crucial criterion. Gradually, the Diet fixed the “poarta” as a tax 
unit. Usually, it was levied twice a year, that is in two instalments, one 
in spring, one in fall. “Poarta” is generally considered 10 units per 
taxpayer. 

The towns pay separately, in global sums?. 

Between 1617 and 1620, the following quotas were imposed: 


1617 8+9 florins per “poarta” 
1618 7+12  florins per “poarta” 
1620 10+8  florins per “poarta” 
1621 12+10 florins per “poarta” 
1622 12+10 florins per “poarta” 


Towns between 32 and 1,100 fi. 
30 and 1,500 fi. 
A5 and 1,440 fl. 
50 and 1,600 fi. 
50 and 1,700 (îl. 


From 1623, the annual tax is voted by the Diet, to be paid quar- 
terly. Berween 1630 and 1640, the tax is generally maintained at 20 f. 


“ Xe follove the fiscal system according to dier proceedings published in Monumenta 
Comittalia Regni Transilvaniae. 
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per “poarta”. The voting is always followed by expressions of sympa- 
thy for the impoverished taxpayer. The texts of pity from the Diet are 
always present. The princely expenses, the demands of the Sublime 
Porte and military expenditures are invoked as the causes for the tax. 

In 1600, che large amount of money asked for by the Turks brought 
about a tax of 25 thalers or 50 f. per “poarta”. In the Szeckler zone, 2 
thalers per serf. In 1661, Ali pasha had imposed 800,000 thalers upon 
the country, anticipated by the towns. 

In 1665, 10 thalers per “poarta” were voted. 

The gifrs were usually added to the tax paid to the Turks. 

In the same year: 


for the vizier 10,000 thalers 
for the vizier's bailiff 4,000 thalers 
for the great (Polish) boyar 4,000 thalers 
for the reis-effendi 2,000 thalers 
for the tefterdar 2,000 thalers 
(for the caimacam 2,000 thalers 


Tax collecting always met with great difficulties. 

The reports invoked the miserable condition of the poor. 

The Diet of 1669 voted 18 imperial thalers per “poarta”. Soon, the 
figures started leaping. A notable jump occured in 1686: 60 florins of 
“poarta”, voted in May, as well as several sums for the units not in- 
cluded in that tax system. For instance, the Saxon priests: 4,000 f., the 
Romanian priests 2,000 f., the Szekler, 10,000 f. 'The serfs in the Szekler 
zone — an extra 50 f., of “poarta”. Făgăraș — 3,000 f., the Greek com- 
pany of Sibiu - 1,200 f. 

In 1687, there were other sums of money. Large quantities of vict- 
uals: wheat, oats, started being, added. 

Then, the sums and quotas begin increasing at an extremely rapid 
rate. By the Treaty of Blaj of October 27 1687, the prince took the 
obligation to receive the imperial armies in the country for the winter, 
providing, 60,000 gallera of wheat for their upkeep, as well as 39,000 
maja (1 majă = about 50 kg.) of meat, 280,000 vadra (1 vadră = about 
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3 gallons) of wine, 120,000 galleta of oat, 144,000 maja of hay, 480 000 
straw sheafs. And for the “poarta” tax, 200 florins, which had to be 
passed by the Diet in December”. 

The Diet of Făgăraş of January-February 1688 imposed a new tax 
in kind upon the country: 15,000 galleta of oats (3 galletta per “poarta”). 

Instructions are always needed, and even pressing. Involved in this 
activity are tax collectors, high officials, headmen, the lords themselves, 
who not only answer for their subjects, but have to make advance 
payments for them. Severe sanctions for those involved. Those respon- 
sible must be taken by the neck. In the same way, the nobleman of 
lower rank who does not pay must be stripped of his estate which 
should be given to the one who pays in his place; yet he must not be 
reduced to perpetual serfdom. No one is above the law. The landless 
peasants and the peasants with lirtle land must pay, as well. 

The Diec of 1688 presses for the collection of the tax and of arrears. 
A new tax in kind of 30,000 galletas of wheat, asked for by general 
Caraffa, 5,000 of them for the Szeckler region, 1,000 for Făgăraş. For 
the Romanian priests, one “ferdela” (20 litres) per head. And per 
“poarta” 8 Szeckler galleta. The wheat burden was to be allocared: 
20,000 galleta to Cluj, 10,000 to Deva. 

In January 1689, the Diet of Sighișoara establishes a still higher 
tax: 250 f. per poarta, raising the quotas also for the other kinds of 
taxes. A number of quotas for those not included in the notion of 
“poarta”, ensure that none of the elements of society are neglected. 
Other quotas are set for those in the territory conquered by the Turks 
(Flodoltsâg). The tax for the Szeklers is raised to 120,000 florins. 


The Saxon priests 6,250 florins 
The Romanian priests 6,250 fiorins 
Land of Făgăraș 10,000 florins 
The Greek Company of Sibiu 6,000 florins 
The Greeks of Brașov 1,500 florins 
The Armenians 1,000  florins 
The Jews of Alba-lulia 150 florins 


”D. Prodan, lobăgia în Transilvania în sec. XVII, Bucureşti, 1986, Vol. 1, p. 503. 
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The allotment does not leave out any social group that might pos- 
sibly contribute: tricesimi, tax collectors, vice collectors, chief admin- 
istrators of the lords' estates, all kinds of cashiers, headmen and cus- 
toms officers must give twice the amount fixed by the Compiled. 

Thetax-paying towns and cities: sums varying berween 10,000 f. (Cluj) 
and 125 f. (Haţeg), Târgu-Mureș 7,750 f., Ocna Sibiului 2,500 f. 

This tax was to be paid half on February 15, the other half on 
March 15. 

The same Diet imposed, for the upkeep of he quartered imperial 
army, per galleta: 


wheat 6 Saxon galleta 
oats 10 
wine 25 vedre (1 vadră about 3 gallons) 
meat 3 centenarii 
hay 5 cartfuls 
wheat oats meat wine hay 
Saxon g  Saxong. cent. barrels  cartfuls 
Szekler zone 3,398 12,150 1,690 - - 
Făgăraș 600 4,000 200 - 100 
Saxon priests 666 1,000 150 20 - 
Romanian priests 300 500 200 15 150 


Variable quantities for each town and city. 

In June of the same year, a new tax was voted: 40 f. per poarta, 
which, because no quick collection was possible, should be paid in 
advance by the local lords. Impositions are again put on Făgăraș: 3,000 f., 
on the Saxon priests, 1,000 f. on the Romanian priests, 1,000 f., which 
the bishops should pay. Variable sums for the other categories as well. 

In July, a new tax of 50 f. per porta, with adequate sums for the 
other categories: Szeklers 6,000 f., Saxon priests 1,000 f., Romanian 
priests 1,000 f., Făgăraş 300 f. And so on, and so forth. 
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In Seprember, general Heissler asks on behalf of the army for an- 
other 8,000 galleta of whear, which are distributed per administrative 
unit. The oats tax: 15,000 galleta. A terrible year! 

The November Dier voted in 1690 a “poarta” tax of 200 f. plus: 


gal. wheat 10 
gal. oats 10 
centenarii meat 3 
wine vadras 17 
cartfuls hay 3 


And for the Turkish zone (Flodol/ts4g) per “poarta” 10 fl. and: 


gal. wheat 5 
gal. oats 6 
centenarii meat 170 
wine vadras 12 
cartful of hay 1 


A detailed distribution was made by countries residences, towns, 
cities, various categories. 


Residences: 

Sibiu 302 Nochrich 103 porta 
Mediaș 200 Sebeș 64 
Sighișoara 202 Miercurea 100 
Braşov, Bârsa 152 Orăştie 58 
Cohalm 128 Bistriţa 258 
Cincu Mare 191 


Comitatus Alba, with 337 poartas (minus 98,313 galleta of wheat 
300 galleta of oats imposed by the Diets of Mediaș and Alba-Iulia) had 
the following distribution: 
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67,400  florins 
2,47013 gallata of wheat 
144 barrels of wine 
143 centenarii of meat 
1,011 cartfuls of hay 
Făgăraș with: 3,000  florins 
150 centenarii of meat 
1,000  galleta of wheat 
4,000  galleta of oats 
40 cartfuls of hay 


The money tax must be paid half on January 20, the ocher half on 
February 20. 

Severe measures for tax collection were employed. We note the one 
regarding the serfs: the serf who cannot give his share is apprehended 
by the officials and, if his relatives or neighbours do not pay his con- 
tribution, he can be sold, even to foreigners, who own him for ten 
years, together with his plot. This provision is also applied to the noble- 
man who owns one “sesie” (plot, part of an estate, for whose use a rent 
was paid ro.the feudal lord). If he cannot pay his share, his plot is 
taken, and he will serve one who paid for him until he can give him 
the due money, but he will nor become a serf. No one should leave his 
place because of the tax. If found elsewhere, he will pay twice as much, 
and will be brought back to his place and fined 200 f., etc. There are 
endless instructions to the collectors and great strictness in their appli- 
cation. 

The Leopoldine Diploma of 4 December 1691, rhe fundamental 
act that established the relation between the Principality and the Em- 
pire, fixed the Principality tax in times of peace at 50,000 imperials, at 
times of war against Hungary and Transylvania at 400,000 Rhenish 
florins, including the tax in kind, the distribution of the Councils and 
of rhe high officials of the country. Whar might be demanded in addi- 
tion to these sums, either in times of war or peace, for the defence of 
the country, is a charge of amore fidelium Statum, and, in order to 
disburden the plebs, the royal and fiscal assets, just like the salt pits, 
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mines, tricesima, the village rent in kind, the lease of taxes in the coun- 
ties and other royal incomes. 

The Diet of April 1692 maintained the established tax. As regards 
the cartings, it suggested, since in the country there were now 2,550 
poartas, that those included in the poarta system should give, for 12 
poartas, one cart with two farm hands and 6 oxen, and the towns and 
cities one each. 'Thus, there would be 213 carts. It also decided that the 
tax debts should be tracked from 1685 onwards. 

The Leopoldine diploma did not put an end to calamities. Pretexts 
were always found for burdening the country with the upkeep of armies, 
with all the difficulties entailed by their upkeep, supplying them with 
victuals, paying the cost of their quartering. 

'To the quantities meant to be consumed were added those for the 
military store houses. Always new complications in repartition, in 
appraisal. Inherent difficulties, the whims of harvests, of prices, 
repartition, collection, favours, frauds, and fees. In 1694, for instance, 
4,000 f. for the governor, 4,000 f. for the supreme chancellor, 1,800 f. 
for the Roman-Catholic lords, 1,800 f. for the Saxon lords, 340 f. for 
the Unitarian lords. 

Starting with 3 April 1698, an imperial edict demands from Tran- 
sylvania a contribution of one million florins. 'To have that sum met, 
the emperor accepts that the province should send 4,000 from among 
the best oxen of Transylvania, driven as far as Buda, calculating one 
o0x, with the customs tax added, at 27 florins and 30 kreutzer (= far- 
thing). Which did not mean an exemption from supplying the army 
and the military warehouses as well. 

Chronicler Cserei Mihâly suggested some remedies to relieve the 
poor of such a burden. He is shocked by the number of tasks piled 
upon them: 

“Day after day we feel how God's anger directed at us increases”, 
he writes, “and also that until the arms of the two great nations are not 
laid down, there must exist a number of armies in our poor home- 
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land. And there is no hope that they could be kept in another way. 
Our poor people are deprived of everything and are constant/y going to 
the neighbouring provinces to find something to live on. So, ir is abso- 
lutely necessary for us to think about what we can do for our unfortu- 
nate homeland so that we can keep our poor alive, give them some 
respite, while we can take their produce, exempt them from the many 
“pushing and beatings”, from the many executions, giving them the 
necessary time to work our lands and theirs, in peace and quiet”2. 


“Ibidem, p. 512. 


The 18th Century 


The 18h century marks an occasion for Hungarian historiogra- 
phy to exaggerate. We may quote such texts: “after ascending to the 
throne, they - the Phanariots — proved a consummate skill in devising 
new taxes, in addition to the already existing heavy ones. The tax on 
swine, taxes in kind on sheep, cows, bee hives, vineyards, smokehouses. 
And only God knows what kind of impositions were borne by the 
poor Romanian peasants... Yet, even more burdensome were the ex- 
traordinary taxes levied by the Phanariot regime - at the command of 
the Turkish government - from the people, in case of war, using an 
unusually clever system. If the Turkish government requested from 
the prince 100,000 measures of grain then the prince demanded from 
the people 5 times(!) as much or, if 40,000 sheep or cattle were re- 
quested for the slaughter house, the poor Romanian peasants had to 
give at least 200,000 to the princely tax collectors”!. 

The impositions listed by Jancs6 Benedek are, however, present in 
the obligations of the Transylvanian serfs as well, only their name 
differs: the tithe tax on swine, sheep, bee hives, wine cattle, tretina 
fine, the tax of land, the tax per head, per smoke stack, etc. The only 
difference was the greater amount and rigor of the system of extrac- 
tion. In the Romanian Principalities, the same as in Transylvania, a 
stare taxation policy with systems, rules, and fiscal bodies is defined 
and organized. 

Taxation policy in the Romanian Principalities. Nothing, could be 
more unpredictable and burdensome than the taxation policy in the 
Romanian Principalities. Or more difficult to carry out. The whims 
of taxation, the irregular rates, the venality of the landlords, the fiscal 
body considerably enhanced a tragedy which impoverished the tax- 
payer and kept him insecure, ready to dodge or escape. He runs away 


* Jancs6 Benedek, op, cit., |, pp. 752-753. 
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from tax surveys and seeks refuge in the forests and mountains, for 
short or long periods of time. 'The calamities of the fiscal policy in 
Transylvania are easily recognized in the Romanian Principalities as 
well. Even the systems are similar. In Transylvania, the fiscal units are 
porţile (ten families of tax-payers in general); the corresponding ones 
in the Romanian Principalities are liudele. Nothing could be less stable 
and more uncertain than this unit of measure. 

A first experience of great importance was that of the Austrians in 
Oltenia, during their rule there from 1718 to 1739. They struggled 
hard to adapt the traditional system of the country regarding surveys 
and taxation to their requirements, so as to exploit its various resources. 

So many censuses, so many different images of the country, from 
which we can deduce its resources and demography. 

For 1735, the Austrian census of Oltenia records: 


Vâlcea 7,123 families 
Romanați 6,750 families 
Gorj 6,794 families 
Dolj 7,32.6 families 
Mehedinţi 6,353 families 


934,346 families? 


Wich a view ro extending their rule to Wallachia, the Austrians 
endeavoured to acquire information on its fiscal resources as well. An 
important document of July 1737 satisfies this curiosity, though only 
briefly. In one way or other they obtained a survey of the country in 
1737, including towns, monasteries, churches, estates, and heir fiscal 
resources. We learn that in Focşani there were 1,000 houses, in Bucharest 
120 churches and 1,000(!) houses, in Câmpulung 1,000 families. 

A list of tax-payers by counties, by family heads: 


* Şerban Papacostea, Populaţia Țării Românești în ajunul reformelor lui Constantin 
Mavrocordat. Un document inedit, in Studii, vol. 19, 1966, pp. 929-939, 937. 


143 


Dâmboviţa 
“Prahova 
Săcuieni 
“Buzău 
Râmnic 
“Valomiţa 
ilfov 
Vlașca 
Teleorman 
Oltul 
Mostscello 
Argeș 
Loviștea 


The annual tax rates: 


selected 
middie peasants 
tribute payers 


6,000 
7,000 
8,000 


3,000 


10,000 
7,000 
20,000 
6,500 
4,000 
3,000 
5,000 
4,000 
400 
83,900 


25 
12 
8 


families 
families. 
families 
families 
families 
families 
families 
families 
families 
families 
families 
families 
families 
families 


Considering an average tax of 3 thalers, the table records: 


Dâmboviţa 
Prahova 
Săcuieni 
Buzău 
Râmnic 
Ialomiţa 
Ilfov 
Vlașca 
Teleorman 
Olt 


” Ibidem, p. 939. 
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6,000 
7,000 
8,000 
3,000 
10,000 
7,000 
20,000 
6,500 
4,000 
3,000 
74,500 


18,000 
21,000 
24,000 
9,000 
30,000 
21,000 
60,000 
19,500 
12,000 
9,000 
223,500% 


The taxes mentioned were those on cows, tithes, sheep, salt mines, 
polls. 

One century later, the 1838 statistics record a total of 1,479,905 
inhabitants, of whom 945,916 in Wallachia and 533,989 in Oltenia 
(239,817 and 143,984 families, respectively, the coefficient being 3.9 
persons per family). 

But what is even more important, is that in this century Wallachia 
witnessed the abolition of serfdom, establishing by law the amount of 
labour owed by the bondman. 

In 1741 in Moldavia, Constantin Mavrocordat decided that the 
“corvee and other forced labours” on the monastic estates should 
amount to 6 days a year. The same for the inhabitants of a tax-free 
village (“slobozie”) given by the prince to a boyar. In 1742, he stated 
that the vecini (bondmen) should work “according to custom”, and 
the other people should come to an agreement as to the number of 
corvee days. He also indicared that they should amount to 12 days a 
year. This was the upper limit, people could agree on fewer days. 

In 1749, when the country's Divan abolished personal bondage, 
the vecini were obliged zo work for free 24 days a year. The other people 
on the estate, the coloni - free cultivators corresponding to the jeleri of 
Transylvania - owed the lord 612 days of labour service a year. The 
landlords were provided by the Reform with a number of scute/nici, 
people exempt of fiscal obligations, who were at the disposal of their 
master. "This category was to disappear in time. Documents record 6 
and 12 days a year. 'The landlord endeavoured ro increase the limited 
number of days by means of the nars, i.e. by establishing the amount 
of labour equivalent to a day. În 1777, that meant some 27 days a year. 

In Wăllachia, in 1746, the same Constantin Mavrocordat decided 
that the rumâni (bondmen) belonging to landlords or monasteries who 
would come back from refuge should be set free from the yoke of serf- 
dom, and should work for the estate owner 6 days a year. This implies 
that the obligations of the free peasanis were set at 6 days. On 5 Au- 
gust 1746, through the National Assembly, he abolished the “rumânia” 
(serfdom, human bondage) and decided that the rumâni could recover 
their freedom by paying 10 rhalers if the master did not willingly re- 
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lease them. În the 1748-1752 period, the corvee of 6 days per year was 
confirmed. In 1780, Alexandru Ipsilanti increased it to 12 days a year, 
as a maximum figure, but agreements could be reached for less. The 
12-day norm is maintained also by the Organic Regulations, that rein- 
troduced it in Moldavia as well. Heavier conditions result only from 
establishing certain corvee days and by setting the amount of labour 
per day. 

The corvee in the Romanian Principalities was not as heavy as in 
Transylvania. A disproportion which could not have enticed an emi- 
gration. In the Romanian Countries the fiscal regime was more bur- 
densome, making the life of rhe subjects quite difficult, 

Was it easier or more enticing in Transylvania? 

Emperor Franz Joseph himself was troubled by the image of serf- 
dom, of hard bondage, especially for the Romanians he met during his 
trip to Transylvania. În the Haţeg Land he discovered amazing, situa- 
tions, 10-11 nobleman or petty owners, destitute themselves, owned 
together the labour of the serfs of a village and charged them with 
endless corvees: in winter, 4 days a week with their draught animals or 
every day with bare hands; and in summer all day long, not only the 
serf with his draught animals, but also with his wife and children. On 
his way berween Rupea and Sighişoara, the serfs of district Haller com- 
plained of being compelled ro work for weeks on end and often with 
all the available hands in the family. For this reason, many people 
emigrated. According, to the vice-comes of Alba, from the 13 villages 
of the country, there emigrated 150 families. His Saxon serfs of Boian 
complained that “Our lord, count Bethlen Mikl6s, ruins us with so 
much toil. We have to work for him the whole week many times. He 
gives us no money, bu we get sound beatings from the prefect almost 
every day, no matter how hard we work. He drives us to poverty... 
More than 50 inhabitanrs have left and their land is deserted. If no one 
comes to our assistance, all the village will go to the dogs”. The peasant 
who delivered the complaint had come with his shirt full of blood, to 
show how badly he had been beaten! 

Driven away by the inferno to be found in the Romanian Princi- 
palities? It suffices to recall the vast network of free and autonomous 
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villages. Ever since Dimitrie Cantemir, we learn about those Moldavian 
peasants who “are not noblemen, yet do not depend on any lord and 
make up a kind of Republic”. 

Such a republic was Câmpulung in Suceava county, comprising 
some 15 villages, each with its own laws and justice, “They paid an 
annual tribute, not as much as the Prince desired, but as much as it 
had been agreed upon with the previous Prince. This agreement was 
renewed whenever Moldavia had a new Prince, by the agency of their 
envoys. If a Prince tried to be harsher on them or to charge them with 
new burdens, they did not bargain but refused to pay any tribute and 
retired to their shelters. 'That is why Princes never asked for more than 
was agreed.”+ 

By studying this “confederation” of villages, H.H. Stahl found out 
that it had close connections with Bistriţa in Transylvania and that its 
own seal was placed also on agreements with the Prince. This “confed- 
eration” could be destroyed only when part of it passed under Aus- 
trian rule. Local forms, village communities, were maintained, how- 
ever. 

Another “republic” mentioned by Cantemir is that of Vrancea, in 
the Putna county. “It has 12 villages, amounts to two thousand farm- 
steads and, the same as for Câmpulung, its inhabitants pay.a certain 
tribute to the Prince as established, but they are ruled by their own 
laws and do not accept orders or judges from the Prince.” 

In connection with Vrancea's autonomy, the taxation system cisla 
is worth mentioning. “The basic fiscal unit was nor the village, but 
Vrancea as a whole, considered as a single fiscal unit. The tribute was 
levied, therefore, for the whole of Vrancea, and Vrancea, through its 
own officials, distributed this lump sum to villages... The local body 
to carry out this operation was “Vrancea's Great Assembly”, compris- 
ing the delegates of the 14 traditional villages of Vrancea.” 


“D. Cantemir, Descriptio Moldaviae, Bucharest, ed. 1973, pp. 301-303. 

” Ibidem, 

“Henri H. Stahl, Contribuţiuni la studiul satelor devălmaşe româneşti, vol.L, Bucharest, 
1958, p. 184. 
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H.H. Stahl studied the free villages in the Romanian Principalities 
of the 18th and 19th centuries, inhabited by moșneni and răzeși (free- 
holders), and he made some useful observations. 

In 1722, out of the 5 counties of Oltenia, “the most densely popu- 
lated with free villages are... the mountain counties, Gorj and Vâlcea”. 

A century later, out of all the villages of Muntenia and Oltenia, 
25.2% were free. 'The proportion increased considerably in the moun- 
tain counties (Gorj 57.4%, Vilcea 51%, Ol 30.4%, Argeș 38.9%, Muscel 
30.4%, Saac 35.6%), and greatly decreased in the lowlands (Vlașca 8.2%, 
Ialomiţa 5.1%, Ilfov 0.8%, etc.). 

In 1840, in Moldavia, the free villages of the răzeși represented 23.2% 
of all villages. In Purna, wirh rhe mentioned area of Vrancea, the pro- 
portion increased to 54.7%. 

Just before rhe great peasants” uprising of 1907, the same observa- 
tion could be made concerning the concentration of the devă/mașe 
villages, jointly owned by freeholders in sub-Carpathian zones: “In 
almost all the Carpathian range, from Dorna to Vârciorova, the moun- 
tain part is a freeholders property, mostly undivided, except for some 
spots or grounds, small or big, belonging to the Stare and very few to 
private persons”7. What temptation of emigration? What enticing im- 
age of serfdom in Transylvania!? 

Could such persons be lured by the mirage of Transylvania, by the 
virtues of its serfdom? It would make for a strange history! 

The 18th century, according to Hungarian historians, witnessed 
an immigration supposed to have turned the until then minority Ro- 
manian population into a majority. According, to those historians, it 
was in that century that the multitude of shepherds with their herds 
invaded the country, wandering all over it, deteriorating its life and 
agriculture, doing away with the liurle progress and few civic virtues 
acquired from the generous and hospitable Magyar people! 

1 have read all the relevant literature or as much as I could, but to 
no avail. I could not find a single case, not even one!, of a shepherd 


” References from the paper Drumul oilor, Il, by Costin Murgescu, in Academica, no. 2, 
1990, p. 20. 
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who came from Wallachia, wandering about with his flock all over the 
county, deteriorating economic life and its firm institutions. Neither 
did we find any other cases. Let us take just one example: the Făgăraș 
Land, at the end of the century, in 1700, as against 1640. The country 
is unrecognizable, reduced to a fragment. The evidence brought by 
the land survey of 1700 provides the catastrophic image of the fugitive 
serf. 
In 22 villages, in 1640 and 1700 we counted as follows: 


1640 1700 
colonists sons  fugitives  colonists sons  fugitives 
1,425 '2,399 145 380 447 1,167 


A drastic decline: from 1,425 colonists to 380. In exchange, the 
number of fugitives rose from 145 to 1,167. 
And now let us point to the direction of the flighr: 


Făgăraș Land 30 
Inner Transylvania 259 
Szekler Region 43 
Imperial-Land 22 
Bârsa Land 28 
Wallachia 648 
Moldavia 19 
Towns 7 
Unknown 106 

1,198 


More than half had fled to Wallachia. 
Not even the Saxon village of Şercaia was exempt from this decline. 
How many had escaped from the whole Făgăraș land? No answer. 
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Population Movements in the 18th century 


To prove the Romanian immigration in Transylvania, he 18th cen- 
tury was a most unhappy choice for Magyar historiography. Are the 
proofs mentioned so far not enough? Let us supplement them with 
the general history of the century. 

Population movements, migrations, are far from being insignifi- 
cant in the 18th century. There are many reasons for that, to be sure. 
They are alarming for the Austrian regime too. The general Liberation 
from "Turkish rule, Francis Râk6czi II's rebellion, che religious unrest 
and the serf actions, Horea's uprising, the doing away with personal 
bondage, the natural population movement demanded by the perma- 
nent redistribution of labour, the creation of border regimenrs, the 
vicissitudes of distributing the serf land. There are numerous reasons 
to rise against the severity of serfdom. 'The ever more oppressed serf is 
always urged to seek places ro setle and always rempted ro face the 
risks of fleeing to find more bearable living conditions. The very ab- 
sence of the right to change one's place became a reason to flee. It 
hindered the natural distribution of the human element according to 
life's requirements. 

And then, beside the serfs proper, there was the other great serf 
category, theoretically free, the jeleri (inquilini), permanently on the 
increase. The serf's holding was growing smaller. Not only compul- 
sion, but also natural necessities, population growth, ser people in 
motion. 

Thus, during the 18h century as well, a great many people moved 
from place to place. This is often recorded in documents and tax regis- 
ters. "The best record, however, is that of the land survey, which pro- 
vided precise explanations, marking every serf who ran away or changed 
his place and poinred to deserted places. There are often records of the 
place where one moved, and even of the reason for leaving. The gaps 
in population were obvious from the survey of inhabited and desented 
peasant holdings. Here are some relevant examples from Acsâdy's work: 
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Place: Year Inhabited holdings  Uninhabited holdings 


Făgăraș domain 1713 2,033 1/4 1,035 213 
Făgăraș domain 1721 2,109 1,031 
Cluj Comitatus 1721 2,478 1,370 1/2 
“Crasna Comitatus 1720 781 499 112 
Mureș Seat 1721 2,795 1,040 
Odorhei Seat 1721 3,460 1,038 


The places where the number of deserted holdings exceeds that of 
inhabited ones are not infrequent. The mention of “fugitive serfs” is 
often present, as an almost permanent chapter in the land surveys, 
indicating sometimes the name of the fugitive and the place where he 
ran away to. 

But was this population solely Romanian and did ir move only for 
“semi-nomadic” reasons, as the theory attempts to convince us? 

În Transylvania, the Romanians were doubtless more “on the move” 
than others, but for quite natural reasons: 

- a great many of them had the worst holdings, economically speak- 
ing; 

- they formed the greatest percentage of the destitute or poor popu- 
lation = the jeleri; 

- they formed the majority of bondsmen - serfs and jeleri; 

- they represented the absolute majority of the country's popula- 
tion, meant to bear the hardships of the century. 

As compared to their smaller number, the Hungarians and espe- 
cially the Szeklers who left their abode were not so few. In the Szekler 
lands there were a great many deserted holdings, as well. 

We can quote numerous examples. Acsâdy's work mentions, in the 
Sătmar county for instance, ten new settlements in 1720. The popula- 
tion distribution by nationality points to 102 Hungarian families, 56 
German ones, and only 23 Romanian ones. In Solnocul de Mijloc, in 8 
newly-setrled viilages, there were 56 Hungarians and 11 Romanians in 
1715, while in 1720, 12 newly-seutled villages comprised 73 Hungar- 
ians and 68 Romanians. The 14 new sertlemens of Bihor are recorded 
in tables as having 130 Hungarians and no Romanians in 1713, while 
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in 1720 the population rose to 282 Hungarians and 16 Romanians. În 
Zarand itself, known as a Romanian county, the 12 new settlements 
recorded in 1720 had 73 Hungarians and 78 Romanians. "The greatest 
part of the “moving” population in the Arad county is formed of im- 
migrants from Hungary, first of all. The Magyar population of the 
Banat is formed enturely of immigrants, 

The disasters of the lare 17th century continued in the 18th. The 
same oppressive taxes, military obligations, disruptions of every day 
life, the same endless serf tasks, all the known tragedies of the “Prom- 
ised Land”: unlimited, uncontrolled demands on the serfs, the same 
burdensome obligations we have already mentioned. 

This condition was impaired by the historical vicissitudes of the 
century. 'The great upheaval of Francis Râkâczi II was followed by the 
people's troubles stirred by the Union with the Church of Rome, by 
Sofronie's revolt, by the creation of border regiments, by Horea's great 
uprising, by the population shifts due to the abolition of serfdom. 
They were underlain by the ever discussed yet never materialized ef- 
foris to regulate serf charges and were fostered by the hopes pinned on 
enlightened absolutism. Endless charges, new hopes again and again, 
and as many disappointments, sustained unrest and agitation, and popu- 
lation shifting. Emigration was always a question on the forefront of 
fiscal policy?. Domestic migrations, emigrations abroad. Mass emigra- 
tions of Romanians to the Romanian Principalities and Bucovina. Mass 
emigrations of Szeklers to Moldavia. There is even a county of 
“Săcuieni” (Szeklers) there. 

The Romanian countries were even alarmed: Zota Transylvania ad 
nos venit. Romanian nomadism or semi-nomadism? Romanians wan- 
dering, with their flocks all over the country? Hallucinations!! We'd 
like ro learn of a case, z single case of such a Romanian! For Romanians 
were serfs, bound to the land. And the pendulous sheep-grazing of the 
free area was institutionalized, organized, and protected - as we shall 
see — by the State, by agreements with domains and villages. Every 


" See especially Barlâsz Jen8's work A Maria Terezia kori kivândorlăsok szocialis hattere, 
Budapest, 1939. 
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holding belonging to someone involved obligations, agreements, left 
certain traces. Historians assure us that it was an “orderly” society. 
What kind of order was there, if Romanians could come unhindered, 
invade the country, wander about and deteriorate a whole history?! 

The directions taken by emigration are also interesting. 'Thus, in 
1726, the 792 fugitives from the 33 villages of the Făgăraș domain had 
settled as follows: 


'Wallachia 223 
Turkey 5 
“Austrian Wallachia (Oltenia) 4 
Moldavia 1 
Transylvania 342 
Făgăraș domain (other viliages) 115 
Unknown 102 


t is interesting that Austrian Oltenia, though quite close, was the 
least “invaded”. 

An interesting instance, this time of immigration, is that of Sibiu 
seat in 1720: out of 243 immigrants, 225 were from other villages of 
Transylvania, and only 16 from Wallachia, 1 from Turkey and 1 from 
Moldavia. Why were nomadic or semi-nomadic shepherds not “invad- 
ing” the neighbouring Imperial Land, where there were mountains for 
grazing and there was no serfdom to prevent them from “wandering 
about” with their flocks? 

But who could persuade rhem to do so, when the Austrian regime 
was not able to, despite its struggle against emigration, which greatly 
troubled it? 

How did it come to pass that, despite the invasion of Hungary's 
hospitable land by other nationalities, their number is decreasing as 
compared to that of the Hungarians, even according to Magyar statistics: 
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1720 1840 1890 


Hungarians 45.49% 45.98% 52.63% 
Germans 13.26% 11.41% 11.64% 
Slovaks 17.82% 20.07% 16.45% 
Serbs, Croats 4.26% 6.61% „2.98% 
Romanians 19.17% 15.46% 14.81% 
Others - 0.47% 1.49% 


Yet, was this the real percentage of Hungarians in Hungary? The 
1842 and 1846 statistics recorded only 37.3%, as to 17.2% Romanians. 
An assessment for 1787 recorded 28%. In 1809, Schwartner pointed to 
30%. 

Romanians, hoyever, did not exist, they were intruders, shepherds, 
whose number increased by “enormous” immigration! 

Their numbers also increased due to a very high birth-rate, explained 
by the large quantities of ewe's milk they consumed! 

Yet, according, to the land surveys, the per-family birth-rate was 
the average one, between 4 and 5 children, seldom higher, more often 
lower. And a high death-rate must also be presupposed. 

Weli, well! The vicissitudes of life - wars, famine, epidemics, 
enserfment, and others — brought about the decline of the Hungarian 
population, but failed ro affect the Romanian one! Were the towns 
more exposed to danger? It is only natural. Better living conditions 
also imply some disadvantages. But how much so, considering that 
they. represented less than 10% of the population? No material evi- 
dence has been discovered yet, and it seems quite difficult to find for 
that period. 

* 

Let us dwell a little longer on the 18th century, which, it is alleged, 
witnessed the Romanians” immigration to Transylvania, their rise from 
a relative 1o an absolute majority. Let us discuss the Phanariot hell, 
which is supposed to have made the population of the Romanian Prin- 
cipaliies desert their native land and set out on an exodus to Transyl- 
vania. Let us compare the two regimes, the one accused of driving 
them away and the one that supposedly attracted them. 
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It so happened that this century was famous for a great reform, 
implemented on either side of the Carpathians: the abolition of serf- 
dom, the most severe stage of human bondage. Nothing could be more 
relevant than to compare the rwo versions. 

Worthy of note is that this reform occurred first in the Romanian 
Principalities. First in Moldavia, then in Wallachia. 

In Transylvania, serfdom (personal bondage) was abolished by 
emperor Joseph II in 1785, following Horea's uprising. 

After long discussions, the final text of the decree is dated 22 Au- 
gust 1785. It was printed in four languages: Latin, German, Hungar- 
ian and Romanian. 

In the preamble of the patent, the Emperor states his concern for 
changing the destiny of the peoples of the empire, regardless of their 
social condition, nation or religion. 'To this effect, it is necessary to 
improve farming, and stimulate industriousness. Yet these cannot be 
obtained without giving back personal freedom, which any man has a 
right to from Nature and the State, and the ownership of things which 
the peasants must have by law. 

Then he decides that: (1) the condition of the serf (namely, his 
permanent obligations and his being bound to the land) is abolished 
for the future. From now on, the name of serf should no longer be 
used in this connection. As a consequence, all peasants of any nation 
or religion are said to be “free migration” people (i.e. free to change 
their place), according, to the laws of nature and to public welfare. Iv 
thus follows chat any trial for freedom should cease. 

(2) the peasant should be free ro marry at will, without the consent 
of the lord, ro devore himself to study and sciences, to learn arts and 
trades and to practise them according to his choice. 

(3) no peasant or his son, daughter or any other member of his 
family should be obliged to serve against his will at the court of his 
lord, but he may choose if he so wishes to take up such chores; he will 
do so as he likes, according to an agreement with his lord. 

(4) any peasant may give, exchange, mortgage, bequearh to his chil- 
dren or kin or to whom he likes his chartles and his earned belongings 
(after the appropriate estimate of the lands, hayfields, mills or vine- 
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Yards); he is free to use them as he wishes, on condition that the legal 
right of permanent ownership by the princes be maintained. This 
means that the tasks of the seller or legatee in connection with these 
goods should be transferred to the buyer or heir who possesses them, 
if they are not bought back by the estate. 

(5) in order that the peasants be sure of their possessions, neither 
they, nor their descendants could be driven away or disturbed in the 
colonial holdings or in any other land of cheirs, without the previous 
knowledge of the respective country. They should be left alone and 
undisturbed in their ownership, they should not be obliged to move 
from a holding or a county to another one. 

(6) as for things other than those mentioned in these items, peas- 
ants are to observe the rules in force until new regulations are issued, 
by the wise application of the land survey. If they are abused in any 
way, the county is to provide fiscal assistance and to punish those re- 
sponsible. 'This was che act abolishing serfdom in Transylvania, has- 
tened by Horea's uprising. 

The same capital reform has two fundamentally different versions. 
One for Wallachia, the other for Transylvania. Actually, both demand 
the abolition of personal servitude (serfdom), but on different levels, 
and they differ in their content. 

A comparison of the two texts points out that the Transylvanian 
one is superior beyond doubt: more judicial, more detailed, and more 
precise. Restricted ro the bare essentials, rhe document abolishing serf- 
dom, published throughout the country, was not developed by rhe 
following Diers. After having been published and discussed, it was 
stopped. The anticipated next step, the land survey, was not made, 
Retractions were even outlined, especially regarding rhe essential point 
- the serf's free migration. 

A solution was found - that the serf who leaves should bring in his 
replacement, of equal value. A radical solution was reached only by 
the 1848 Revolution. This clause was given up as well. There remained 
the reform itself, with all its judicial and social importance. | 

The aim of the reform was not to do away with serfdom, to set 
people free from the chains, but to ensure the serf's personal freedom, 
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his right to change his oppressive master. This is also the meaning of 
changing the name of serf into colon implying, freedom of movement. 
This led to the uniformization and homogenization of serfdom. 

No less important from a social standpoint is the question of indi- 
vidual liberty, the freedom of movement of the serf represented, ju- 
ridically, a great progress. Yet the serf's obligations to the overlord are 
not regulated, despite official efforts throughout the century. The same 
range and amount of taxes are maintained or implied. And they are 
much higher than those in the Romanian Principalities. 

The reforms in the Romanian Principalities are juridically much 
inferior, more laconic. They make, however, a fundamentally differ- 
ent stipulation: they establish labour services of an incomparably easier 
“nature, which contradicts the fantasies of immigration theory. 

Yet, che theory insists on the fact that the population of the Roma- 
nian Pnncipalities was driven away by the Phanariot hell, by the inse- 
cure life under the Turkish yoke, and took to flight to Transylvania. 
Not a word about the population exodus from the regions under di- 
rect Turkish rule. And that one was a real, richly documented exodus. 
What was the fate of that population? Was it exterminated altogether? 
Couldn't it have invaded Transylvania as well, enhancing the number 
of Hungarians? Hasn't Romanian immigration a Hungarian counter- 
part? Oh, yes, it has. A more real one, to be sure. 


Sheep Grazing in the Romanian 
Principalities. Pendulating sheep 
Grazing. ltinerant Sheep Grazing 


The same obsessive question keeps bothering us: where are the 
flocks, where are the wandering shepherds roaming about rhe coun- 
try? Where are the immigrants invading with their flocks, deteriorat- 
ing the country erc.? 

We have left for the end the question of sheep grazing south of the 
Carpathians. That spectacular intensive sheep grazing which is pre- 
sented as a decisive argument for the whole hypothesis of the deterio- 
ration of the country”s life by Romanian sheep grazing. 

Let us cross for a moment into Austrian Oltenia. 

An overall assessment of Count Wallis and Baron Rebentisch in 
1731 records for the 30,291 taxpayers in Oltenia: 


50,000 draught oxen and milk cows 
100,000 horses over 3 years 
200,000 beehives 
300,000 sheep 
300,000 swine 


On dividing these figures by the number of taxpayers, there results 
an average of 1.65 oxen/cows, 3.30 horses, 6.60 beehives, 9.9 sheep, 9.9 
swine per tax-paying family. These are relarively high figures, but they 
refer to taxpayers, not to the total population, as those under the taxa- 
tion level are not included. 

Such figures make the 1731 assessment no longer look exaggerated. 
Not only sheep, but also beehives are requested by the Turks. 

The population is obviously predominantly a farming one. 
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In 1838, the 211,077 tax-paying families recorded 1,249,591 sheep, 
an average of 5.9 sheep per family, higher than in Transylvania and 
accounted for by the higher rate of lowland sheep grazing as compared 
with the mountain one. On the Hungarian plain, the number of sheep 
in the 19th century amounted to more than 14 million. But is this no 
longer a nomadic, semi-nomadic, wandering flock-driving population? 
Nor is that of Wallachia. The highest averages occur in the lowland. In 
Brăila county, there are villages like Balta with averages of 18.9, or 
Văleni with 24.9, Şerbăneşti (Oltenia) 13.9, Marginea (Teleorman) 15.0, 
Mijlocul (Teleorman) 17.5. Also in Romanați: Balta 15.6, Câmpul 12.5. 
A high rate in Argeș, namely in Gălășești, with 45,557 sheep, with an 
average of 16.6.! We do not know how the sheep from Transylvania 
that came to graze in Wallachia were counted. 

In 1860, the sheep of the United Principalities amounted to 
4,411,0872, pointing to the fact that grazing supplemented the farm- 
ing economy. | 

Nomadism, i.e. lack of stability, moving from place ro place with 
the flocks? Sheer daydreaming! 

Seasonal pendulating of people with their flocks from the moun- 
tains to the plains or marshes, yes. But restricted to a small number of 
villages close to the Carpathians, a pendulation of well-known larger 
or itinerant flocks. But these were not wandering flocks, they were 
transhumant or itinerant ones. This phenomenon could extend to the 
Danube Marshes, Dobruja, the Crimeea, even the Caucasus. 

We will deal with it in a special chapter. 


Pendulating Sheep-Grazing 


A deliberate, willful confusion underlies the whole theory: 
pendulating sheep-grazing, which historical literature designares by 


"CE Jon Donat, Păstoritul românesc și problemele sale, in Studii, vol. 19, 1966, no. 2. 


"lonl, Ghelase, Mocanii, importanţa și evoluția lor social-economică în România, Bucharest, 
1936, p. 106. 
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the well-established term transhumance, is mistaken for nomadism, 
semi-nomadism, wandering about with flocks in an undetermined area, 
without any goal or territory of one's own, without any “homeland”, 
This confusion has been extended to the whole Romanian people, 
thwarting, in a disparaging way, one of the most spectacular virtues of 
the Romanian people. This people is thus viewed, on the whole, as a 
homeless people, wandering about with its flocks in dubious areas! 

“Transhumance”, a virtue of Latin peoples, was practised in vari- 
ous ways and to various degrees by the Romans as well. The nobility 
and the prince himself was involved in it. 

We will not tackle this vast problem; there exists a rich literature 
describing it. All we have to do is to take it into account, to refer to its 
data and fundamental results, in order to substantiate our thesis. A 
few names are sufficient: Ion Donat, Corneliu Bucur, the enlightening 
work of Constantinescu-Mircești, The Transbumant Pasturing and Its 
Implications in Trausyluania and Wallachia in the 18wh-19tb Centuries, 
Nicolae Dragomir, Romulus Vuia, Traian Herseni, etc. 

The conclusions are self-evident and need no further comment. 
Our remarks do not substantially change the 1944 premise, but rather 
strengthen it. That is why we do not feel compelled to publish those 
theses once again, but only to contribute some comments or supple- 
mentary notes. 

From the very beginning, we refute the fallacious, fantastic thesis 
of nomadic grazing as an inborn ethnic characteristic of the Romanian 
people. 

This thesis is drastically contradicted by the terminology of a setrled 
life, the complex pursuits of which are based on farming and cattle 
breeding. Sheep grazing was an implied occupation. The terminology 
used was basically Latin, supplemented by a subordinared Slavic one. 
Hungarian words are absent or just peripheral. 

The so-called transhumance, the pendulating which is the root of 
the theory, occurred lare, under certain historical conditions. The first 
privilege for sheep-breeders dates from the time of Mircea the Old. I 
developed and grew gradually larger with the consolidation of state 
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power, which protected the pendulating flocks, and made Romanian 
Lands a favourable area for this activity. 

One should state from the very beginning that this pendulating 
movement of flocks between the mountains and the lowlands, between 
one county and another, has nothing in common with the haphazard- 
ness and vagueness imagined by the theory. It appeared, increased, and 
acquired an ever greater importance, in an organized, institutionalized 
way, within precise laws and state conventions. 

Nothing, was left to the mercy of fate. Conventions between the 
Austrian state, the Ottoman Empire, and the Romanian Principali- 
ties, customs, passes, itineraries, taxes, rights and obligations, juridic 
and fiscal conditions — all these regulated this activity. A vast regime of 
a state within a state? A vast network of roads and safe passes to ensure 
passage from the Romanian principalities, to Dobruja, the mouths of 
the Danube, the South of Moldavia, Bessarabia, opening the way to 
the Crimea, even to the Caucasus. 

This sheep-grazing gradually changed its character as it developed. 
It was no longer transhumance proper, but it became an economic en- 
terprise. It pas not people who moved but flocks, with the strictly neces- 
sary number of expert shepherds, with the equipment essential for the 
life of people, for the specific production: flocks, horses, livestock. 

A rich documentation — registers, fiscal and legal records — helps us 
recreate today this vast and important way of life. 

The “economic enterprise” becomes present in relationships, even 
in the initial relations of pendulating berween the local lowlands and 
the mountains. Everything advances to specialization, to professional- 
ism. The enterprise becomes a specialty, the enterprising person - an 
expert in sheep raising - takes over the sheep of a whole village, and 
manages them with his own staff, specialized in sheep production. In 
turn, he will receive a certain share of the produce. 

A relevant example is my native village, with thousands of sheep, a 
mountain of its own, but having no pastoral character. At the moun- 
tain, the sheep are managed by specialists. "The expert, concludes an 
agreement with the village, looks after he sheep for three months, 
with sheperds appointed by himself, with staff skilled in preparing 
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the produce, expert women with their own equipment, in rented sheep 
folds, specially equipped. In the fall, he is to receive a certain share of 
the produce, depending on the number of sheep. The staff is reduced 
to a minimum and paid as in any other business enterprise. Hence, 
the mountain is owed by the village, but sheep raising is done by for- 
eigners, specialists. 

The question may be followed up in theory. Specialized works are 
not wanting and they help us find the crucial data. The illegal border- 
crossings, to avoid paying customs taxes, cannot be recorded, however, 
as they have always been present in the shepherds” tradition. 

Here are some figures taken out of the customs records, presented 
by Andrei Veress in his work on the period 1753-1769: 


1753 1767 1768 1769 
sheep 244,265 255,247 210,570 350,574 
horses 474 5,636 4,013 3,666 
swine 5,538 7,322 20,211 824 
cattles 5,7104 3,467 2,555 3,397 


The figures varied each year, but they were generally increasing. 
Sulzer assessed that sheep grazing in Wallachia exceeded 500,000.2 In 
1783, Merkelius recorded that sheep amounted to one million and a 
half, cartle and horses to 80,000.+ 

An 1857 census recorded for Orlat 206,564 sheep, Răşinari 145,731 
sheep, Sarulung (Săcele) 318,934 sheep, Bran 60,191 sheep”. 

This pendulating has nothing in common with the pasturing imag- 
ined by the immigration theory. It is practised on a very limited area”, 
being confined to a small number of villages on the slopes of the 
Carpathians. A spectacular sheep-grazing was practised by a relatively 
small number, but having a great importance in the country's economy, 
a flowering of the main virtue of the Romanian economy. It involves 


i Hurmuzaki, XIX, p. 149. 
“ Ibidem, p. 587. 
* Bevălkerung und Viesthand in Siebenbiirgen (Oct. 1875). 
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more that 150 villages, especially on the southern slopes of the 
Carpathians. And not with their own sheep, but by taking care of the 
village sheep by expert shepherds on a contractual basis. 

As concerns the place of origin of the flocks, Săliștea ranked first. 
It accounted for no less than 54 flocks in 1831. Add Poiana with 9, 
Tilișca with 8, the villages of Braşov with 25 etc. 

Flocks of about 1,500 sheep, but also exceeding 2,000. 'Two were 
even surpassing 3,000 (3,012, 3,380). 

Between 10 September and 6 November 1832, more than 200,000 
sheep in 68 flocks crossed the Danube at Brăila. They originated from: 


Săliște 55 flocks Turcheș 5 flocks 
“Satulung 48 flocks Simon 3. flocks 
Poiana 16 flocks Baciu 3 flocks 
“Bran. 8 flocks Brașov. 2 flocks 
Tohan 6 flocks Moeci 2 flocks 
“Galaș 6 flocks Săcal 2 flocks 
Cernat 9 flocks Covasna 1 flocks 
“Tărlungeni 5 flocks Râșnov 1 flocks 


In August 1833, there passed into Dobruj at Piua Petrii: 


sheep 139,668 
lambs, yearilings 72,259 
rams 20,021 
goats, kids 8,661 
horses 1,330 
colts 449 
donkey 264 
shepherds 1,029 


The number of shepherds is worth noting. One cannot speak of 


“transhumance” any longer! 
Through the Câineni pass, between 24 April and 6 June 1833 there 
passed. especially flocks from Rășinari (19), but also from Săliște (9), 
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for the summer season. The wintering places are also recorded: in 
Wallachia, but also in Turkey (8 flocks), i.e. in Dobruja. 

In 1835 a great many flocks went to Dobruja, through Oltenia, at 
Mangalia, and other places. There prevail again the flocks of Săliștea 
(26 flocks). From Poiana, 4, from Răşinari, 9. 

There is a spectacular list of flocks from Transylvania going down 
for wintering through Novaci and Curmătura Olteţului in 1837. 

There prevail again flocks from Poiana and Sălişte. From Poiana no 
less than 60, from Sălişte, 16. Others were from Săsciori (1), Rod (3), 
Loman (5), Tilişca (1), Galeş (1), Sibiel (1), Sebişel (1), Livezeni (5), 
Vale (6). The largest flock numbered 2,581 sheep, 445 rams, 74 goats, 
16 horses, 5 donkeys, 15 shepherds. 

An 1844 assessment of sheepfolds records the following figures: 


County Number of County Number of 
shespfolds sheepfolds 

Ialomiţa 355 Buzău 36 
Brăila 152 Romanați 32 
Teleorman 66 Prahova i 25 
Râmnicu Sărat 64 Mehedinţi 16 
Ilfov 57 Gorj 11 
Dolj 39 Viaşca 9 
Dâmboviţa 3 Olt 1 
Total 867 


The flocks and herds are made up of sheep, rams, goats, horses, and 
donkeys. And, ro be sure, the number of shepherds employed to take 
care of the flocks is kept to the minimum necessary. 

In 1840, Olteniţa witnessed the passage over the Danube of flocks 
from the same villages: Sălişte, Poiana, Tilişca, Rod, Săcel, Val. 

It is interesting to read the list of flocks passing along the path of 
Curmătura Oltețului in 1856. It records the passage points, the flocks, 
the places of origin, and the halting places of every flock. 

A complex network of roads to summer and wintering places, of 


passes for flocks, herds, horses, donkeys, with guarding shepherds 
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helped put to best use the pastures and fields of Bărăgan, the Danube 
marshes, Dobruja, and the flood plains of the rivers of Moldavia. 

It was an overflow started from certain sub-mountain centers such 
as Sălişte, Poiana, Rășinari, Săcelele Braşovului, Breţcu and Covasna. 
It gradually involved other neighbouring places, enhancing their num- 
ber to some 150. The role of the massive basic nucleus, intensely rep- 
resentative, exceeding three quarters from the active value of the whole, 
was preserved and maintained its predominance. The great sizes of the 
flocks moving from Săliște, Poiana, Rășinari, Săcelele Brașovului and 
their surroundings, Breţcu, Covasna, and the Buzău Mountains to the 
mountains in the Banat are worthy of note. 

A vast economic activity accompanies this network of roads and 
halting places, starting with the fairs for livestock and produce ob- 
tained from the flocks and herds, a wide trade of sheep, cattle and 
produce, to meet the endless requirements of the Seraglio and 
Constantinople, great consumers of mutton and cheese, either by trib- 
utes or by free or compulsory trade. 

Great amounts of wool, skins and furs of all kinds pass on the 
country's roads, to the border, to Transylvania. Nothing could be more 
common in customs registers than such items: 

Ion Dragomir - Porceşti: 60 sheep, kid and goat skins; 

Nicolae Bârsan - Sălişte: 275 goat skins. 

Dumitru Loria - Cacova: 200 undressed ram skins and 700 sheep 
skins. 

Ion Hanţu = Cacova: 83 untanned cowhides. 

Pătru Binder - Cisnădie: 1,250 ocale (about 3 lbs each) of washed 
wool. 

Neculai Băncilă - 1,350 ocale of washed wool. 

Neculai Ciutră — Răşinari: 3,720 ocale of washed wool. 

Toma Lotreanu - Sandu: 3,500 ocale of washed wool. 

Petru Banciu - Rășinari: 30 ocale washed wool. 

Marin Preda - Tilișca: 1,000 ocale unwashed wool. 

Stan Băra - Rășinari: 1,060 ocale prime wool. 

Aliman Albu - Rășinari: 1,630 ocale prime wool. 

Neculai Pătru - Sibiel: 1,250 ocale prime wool. 
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Ion Bodeanu - Poieni: 1,800 ocale prime wool. 

Huge amounts of wool, skins and hides come back on the same 
roads with the 'Transylvanian shepherds to clothe the population, to 
feed the vast cottage industries, the distaffs, weaving looms, local of 
Vienna manufacturers, exports themselves, fulfilling a major role in 
the economy and in the country”s history. 

There are also such records: 

Oprea Hanţu - Cacova: 700 ocale apples. 

Man Ion - Poplaca: 15,000 ocale apples. 

Vasile Cororliță — Porceşti: 6,000 ocale nuts. 

Dumitru Popa - Sălişte: 23 ocale thick cotton. 

Neculai Oprea — Sălişte: 115 ocale bacon and 10 ocale wool. 

And many others, whether processed or not. 

Neculai Prodan of Poiana “exports” for himself: 9 gallons of brandy, 
22 pairs of peasant sandals, 20 ells of cotton fabric, 60 Ibs. of low qual- 
ity of tobacco. 

Neculai Simion of Poiana “exports” 60 pairs of peasant's mocassins, 
40 ocale of low quality tobacco. 

lon Roşca of Sălişte passes through customs 60 pairs of peasant's 
mocassins, 40 ells of cotton fabric, 120 lbs. of salted carp., etc. 

All kinds of commodities circulated, from Braşov or Sibiu, all types 
of work implements: plows, scythes, hoes, pitch forks; all sorts of small 
wares: pails, padlocks, horse locks, saw piles, scissors, knives, etc. And 
then clothes of every description: sheepskin coats, waistcoats, money 
belts, items of handicrafts. Religious objects are also present: chalices, 
candlesticks, church apparel, even bells. Religious books and folk books 
are commonly found among the items. 

This varied itinerant trade is the precursor of the stable one, train- 
ing shepherds not for farming, but for trade. It is a vast school which 
will breed a great many craftsmen, merchants, great tradesmen, and 
industrialists, spreading all throughout country. Let us mention among 
others, that the owner of the great “Viad” food factory of Cluj started 
by selling cheese at a counter in the market; the great cotton merchant 
Comşa of Sălişte was an obscure tradesman, but he succeeded in ex- 


166 


tending to the Balkans and in creating a great industry for his descen- 
dants. 

These practices also went on in the 19th century. 

Above all, the masses on the move are impressive. Thousands and 
thousands, even hundreds of thousands of sheep, goats, cattle, horses, 
donkeys, pack animals, even swine, were crossing all accessible road of 
the Romanian Principalities, the vast fields, the marshes of the Danube, 
Dobruja, the south of Bessarabia, extending even as far as the Crimea, 
with a terminus even in the Caucasus. By the middle of the 19h cen- 
tury, shepherds had succeeded in managing about three million sheep. 

Let us now think of the vicissitudes of such an economy. First, the 
irregularities commited by customs officials at border-crossings and 
by fiscal authorities when making the headcounts: then, the unsafety 
of roads, the harassment of the landlords whose estate they crossed, 
the wild beasts, highwaymen, the search for food for the men and 
their livestock, the danger of crossing the rivers, the bad weather, swol- 
len rivers, frosts, epidemics, mass deaths. 

There were also the perils of transportation, the evaluation of cattle 
and produce, the profiteers” harassment or that of che officials. 

It was a spontaneous, deeply popular and altogether historic work. 
A spectacular merit of the Romanian people in establishing its iden- 
tity as a nation,. 

Today a great imagination is neccessary to appreciate this human 
activity. 

And to think that this very activity is the most disparaged, misin- 
terpreted, and greatly despised of all! 

How was such an activity possible? Just as in the case of the pre 
ceding commercial-industrial one, it started and developed among the 
free peasantry, who could free themselves from the clutches of the Bis- 
toric mission of. the missionar people. 

Once again: Preserve us, O Lord, from people with historic mis- 
sions! 

And now let us look back at the thorny question of the Roma- 
nians' immigration, directly connected to this very activity. 
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Concurrent with it, a vast demographic movement starts from the 
very movement of the flocks and herds. First of all, from the southern 
slopes of the Carpathians. Countless sertlements, whole or partially 
new villages, are distinguished by the epithet pngureni (Transylvanians) 
as opposed to that of pământeni (natives). They occur on the slopes of 
the mountains and were founded by shepherds. 

In the Great Geographical Dictionary of Romania there is a series of 19 
villages whose names are supplemented by the word Ungureni to designate 
Transylvanian sertlements: Ungureni-Ciulei, Ungureni-Isăcescu, Un- 
gureni-Jianu, Albeşti-Ungureni, Bădeni-Ungureni, Băbeni-Ungureni, 
Hombrâciu-Ungureni, Lucieni-Ungureni, Măneciu-Ungureni, Oiești- 
Ungureni, Popeşti-Ungureni, Poseşti-Ungureni, Tohăneni-Ungureni, Valea 
Srâlpului-Ungureni, Valea Anei-Ungureni, Valea Viei-Ungureni, Vă- 
giulești-Ungureni, etc. 

Some of these names are just additions to older place-names. Some- 
times to distinguish them the word Pământeni (natives) was added: 
Berevoeşti-Pământeni, Drăgăeşti-Pământeni, Homorciu-Pământeni, 
Lucieni-Pământeni, Oieşti-Pământeni. 

Other names point to the place of origin of the settlers: Ardeleni, 
Bârseşti, Dăbârcani, Horlăceni, Lăpușeni, Perşunari, Toplițani, etc. 
Even the village of Şercaia founded, on the other side of the Carpathians, 
a village with 15 units. Many others are yet unindentified. 

There are then villages with the same name on either side of the 
Carpathians: Galeş-Galeş, Hobiţa-Hobiţa, Lisa-Lisa, Corbi-Corbeni. 

And finally, there are villages the names of which do not point to 
the immigrant status bf the inhabitants, but where documents state 
that they were founded in this way: Novaci, Vaideeni, Polovragi, 
Domnești, Crasna, Ciofrângeni, etc. 

Not to mention the Transylvanians that spread in the villages and 
towns of the country, all over the Romanian Plain and in Dobruja. A 
large number of the new sertlements date down to the very period 
when the theory speaks of the massive immigration of the Romanians. 

The list of incomes of the ruling prince of Wallachia in 1782 records 
the taxation of 13 thousand families coming from Transylvania, amount- 
ing to 140,000 piastre. 
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The local pendulation between the plain and the mountain is re- 
markable. The summer months were quite a show. The spectacular 
revival of the fields and mountains after the long winter sleep. The 
plowing of pastures, the populating of sheepfolds, the febrile specific 
pastoral activities, the contribution of the youth to songs and dances. 
The revival of the mountain and its activities. The rich produce of the 
autumn. Febrile activities in the farmsteads: weaving, various crafts 
processing: wool, corton, and hides. 'The wealth of arts supplementing 
this activity makes it stand out among the others. A spectacular peas- 
ant trade is going on. And the famous costumes of Săliștea and Poiana 
top everything. On the other side, the spectacular pastures of Săcelele 
Brașovului open up an equally spectacular and complex set of grazing. 

The pasturing of migrating sheep has a unique direction. From Tran- 
sylvania to Wallachia, never the other way round. Statistics give us 
much higher figures than in Transylvania: sheep grazing was mostly 
local, practised in the mountains, hills or on the lowland. Pendulating 
sheep-grazing occurred berween the hills and the plains, fields and 
marshes. 

For Wallachia (with Oltenia), statistics record much higher figures 
than in Transylvania. In 1838, statistics speak of 1,805,000 heads (the 
figures for Bărăgan, the Danube mouths and Dobruja are missing) and 
in 1860 they amount to 3,750,000 heads. The increase may be statisti- 
cal only, due to less fiscal evasion. In any event, the total of sheep in 
1916 is close to that of 1860: 3,786,000. Such superiorities might have 
supplied Transylvania with Nomadic wandering flocks and shepherds. 
But the direction of sheep movement is only from Transylvania to 
Wallachia, never the other way around. 


Itinerant pasturing 


Itinerant pasturing has been practised by the Romanians from an- 
cient times. The Bow of the Carpathians offered itself to it, in every 


“Ion Donat, Păstoritul românesc şi problemele sale, in Studii, tom. 19 (1966), no. 2 p. 285. 
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ea In the North, the shepherds appear under the name valal:, 
on vast tracts of land in the Maramureș, Galicia, Poland, Moravia, 
Silesia. Fastbound roads led to the Crimea, Russia, up to the Caucasus. 
Romanian shepherds also had to endure the hardships of the Kulaks, 
the exile. In the South, pasturing extended into the Balkans and 
Macedonia. A real “transhumance” was practised there until late. 

See, to that effect, the valuable works of P.P. Panaitescu, P. Cancel, 
Ion Donat, Corneliu Bucur, lon Nistor, Grigore Nandriș, K. Kadlec, 
Carlo Tagliavini, Cornel Irimie, Nicolae Dragomir etc. 

We confine ourselves to the area of Transylvania in our discussions 
on Romanian immigration. 

A great number of factors induce this spectacular performance. 
Another series favour it: economic reasons, the ever more important 
internal and external demands of domestic and foreign manufacturers 
and of peasant industries, the 'Turks's requests of supplies for Istanbul, 
physical conditions which resulted in increased sheep-grazing, its ori- 
entation to the Romanian Principalities and not the other way round: 
the great pastures on the Southern slopes of the mountains and the 
plains that attracted emigration from, rather than immigration to, Tran- 
sylvania. The population expanded ro the vast plains of the Romanian 
Principalities, to the Danube flood plain, refuting the imaginary ediffice 
of the theory. 

As concerns the emptying of the Romanian Principalities of their 
population because of the whims of the Phanariot tax system, it is 
sufficient to record the figures of the general census of Romania's popu- 
lation in 1930. And ro ask ourselves how such figures could occur in a 
depopulated country. 


“See the recent study of Costin Murgescu, Drumul oilor, in Academica, no.1-2, 1990. 
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The Census of 1930 


“Romania: 18,057,028 
Oitenia 1,513,175 
“Muntenia 4,029,008 
Dobruja 815,475 

6,357,658 
Moldavia 2,433,596 
Bassarabia 2,864,402 
Bukovina 853,008 

6,151,007 
Transylvania 3,217,988 
„Banat 939,958 
Crișana-Maramureș 1,390,417 

5,548,363 


Where did the 12 and a half million people in Wallachia and 
Moldavia come from? There is no need of an explanation! 

While 1 think the data I have presented are quite sufficient, I would 
like to refer to just one more aspect: 

The Romanian Lands, Wallachia in particular, stripped of their 
population by the Phanariot hell in favour of wonderful 'Transylva- 
nia? A brief demographic survey will demonstrate the contrary: În 
1786, the population of Transylvania (as it is understood today) num- 
bered approximately 2 and a half million, while in 1930 it amounted 
to roughly 5 million inhabitants. With all che alleged massive immi- 
gration over a period of a century and a half, it only doubled. In 1930, 
Wallachia, excluding Dobruja, had 5,542,183 inhabitants; with Do- 
bruja, well over 6 million, while Moldavia boasted of another 6,151,007 
inhabitants. After the supposed demographic catastrophes of the 
Phanariot century, how was this be possible? We shall leave the an- 
swer to the fantasies of Hungarian historiography. ÎImmigration or 
emigration? Did not Transylvania also contribute to the expansion of 
the population in the Romanian Lands toward the plains, the fields of 
the Danube region, the Bărăgan, and Dobruja? 


Views on History 


And now, if it is still necessary, | shall make some comments on the 
historical and cultural effects of this calamity, as the Romanian immi- 
gration is described in Hungarian historiography. A full-fledged men- 
tality, characteristic of the nation itself, has developed around it. 

Let us begin with Horea's uprising, also a painful effect of this 
immigration, a revolt by this semi-nomadic shepherd, who cannot settle 
down, who is unable to put up with the established life of the country's 
institutions. "The leaders of this revolr were themselves shepherds... 
and so on and so forth (see Szekfiis text, previously quoted). 

Currentiy, Horea's uprising is one of the best known events in the 
history of Transylvania!. A rich documentary material, Romanian and 
Hungarian studies, clearly disclaim such fantasies, holding them up to 
ridicule! The uprising was obviously caused by serfdom in Transylva- 
nia, and leaves no room for any other speculations. If only Szekfii had 
read the Hungarian monograph of Francisc Szilăgyi. 

Szekfii was completely in the dark when he alleged that the sii 
tionaries came from the grasslands. The Apuseni Mountains, where 
the uprising flared up, are the least propitious place for pasturing, in 
comparison with the other Carpathian Mountains. A poor soil, a rich 
subsoi]; a country where land cultivation and cartle breeding go hand 
in hand with mining, wood cutting, and itinerant jobs. The native 
people work hard to make the land produce, and this goes on irrespec- 
tive of whether the plots are very rough or very high up in the moun- 
tains. "The land is owned by the state, the dwellers are serfs, also state 
property, who took up cattle breeding only to earn a living. Horea 
himself was a state-owned serf, like his sidekicks Cloșca and Crişan. It 
is a matter of common knowledge that the uprising was a serfs” revolt, 
aiming at the abolition of serfdom. Can the nature of this revolt and 


"See D. Prodan, Răscoala Iui Horea, vol. | and Ti, 2nd edition, Bucharest, 1984. 
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the cruelties engendered by it be explained by the ignorance of the 
immigrants? Nothing could be more untrue. 

The precariousness of the past made the mountains spell stability, 
whereas the plains fostered change and instability. Not the mountains, 
but the plains and steppes are the classic venues of nomadic life. Given 
the economic value of the soil, the density of the highlanders was un- 
doubtedly high in those years. 'The census of 1785, ordered by Joseph II, 
shows the following figures: Bucium 2,761 inhabitants, Ponor = 2,705, 
Abrud-Village - 2,621, Bistra - 2,383, Lupșa — 2,688, Râmeţi 2,433, 
Câmpeni - 5,456, Râu Mic (Vidra) - 4,376, Râu Mare 8,308. 

These figures vie with those for ze most populated villages in the 
fields, to say nothing of the figures for the town populations. Thus, 
the same census gives for Alba-Iulia — 4,777 inhabitants, Mediaş — 4,484, 
Orăștie - 3,190, Sighișoara — 5,481, Târgu-Mureș — 5,196, Bistriţa — 
4,566. The mountains are a haven for any natural growth, as well as a 
shelter from danger. However, this population growth entails higher 
tasks, and increased land regulations. "The uprising itself, which began 
there, shows how little enticing those places were for “immigration”, 

Were the revolting peasants immigrants who rose up in arms against 
the established life, against the institutions? How could hey have re- 
volted against established life, when, for instance, one of their most 
vehement demands was militarization? And then, it is hard to under- 
stand why the immigrants, if they were attracted to these places by the 
superiority of the institutions and the safety of life there, chased away 
by the disorder and precarity of the Phanarior hell, revolred in the 
first place? A paradox: they were they attracted by the superior order 
in these places and yet rose up against it. Did they move away from a 
worse system and rise in arms against a much better one? Why didn't 
they rebel against the poor living conditions at home, and did so here, 
with all the accomplished public safety in these places? Were they 
unable, in their ignorance, to make any move against the chaos and 
disarray in the Turkish lands, and yet could do so against the well run 
state apparatus in the Hungarian lands? (Was it the Hungarian regime 
that taught them how to revolt?!) And yet, they rose up against the 
very civilizing mission of the master people! 
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As to the serious consequences of the Romanians” presence and of 
their imposition on the civilization and culture of the country, on the 
civilizing work of the Magyar people, on its historical mission, which 
Szekfii strives to overrate more than his forerunners did, after this long 
discussion about factual evidence I see no point in addressing such 
issues, Whoever reads Szekfii's account of history will feel the same 
way. Who could become certain of the inborn superiority, the racial 
qualities of the Magyar people. which cannot be compared with their 
neighbouring peoples? Likewise, who could be persuaded that the 
Magyar people came to Europe and settled in these places with a highly 
civilising mission? A utterly thankless, dramatic and tragic mission, 
all in one. There has never been a people throughout history whose 
destiny was determined by a greater task! Their destiny led the Hun- 
garians to settle on this border which divides the West from the East, 
light from darkness. On its very borders, the chaos spreads off, a sort 
of jungle milling with half savage, semi-nomadic peoples which relent- 
lessly rush on to disrupt civilization!!! The Magyar nation did not 
repel them as it should have, but welcomed them generously within 
its borders, tried to tame them, to accustom them to the settled life, to 
teach them how to build their homes, to work the land, endeavoured 
without respite to raise them from their ancient savagery, to make them 
European, as Szekfii likes to say it over and over again. As this stam- 
pede goes on and on, their noble mission becomes all the more thank- 
less. Hardly are the newcomers Europeanised, when other waves move 
in, wrecking whatever progress has been achieved, incessantly strain- 
ing off che generous patience which should underlie such a work. All 
the same, what mattered more was not that these people were unedu- 
cated — they still had a chance to be educated - but that they were too 
hard to be tamed, were unfit for this education. 

However, the tragic nature of this mission could not be ignored, 
since these peoples, coming to their senses by some miracle or other, 
instead of being grateful, turn their eyes toward the lands they just 
left. The entire history, particularly the more recent, of the Magyar 
people (che old one, by Hâman, is written in a more tempered style) is 
unfolding under the sigh of this dramatic strife. 
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In the hierarchy of peoples which rushed on to the hospitable land 
of Hungary, the Romanians are favoured with the lowest rank. Proof 
thereon - the texts quoted at the beginning of the book. 1 shall not 
refer to them again. Climbing up this ladder, next to them are the 
Serbs. The appreciation given them in Szekfii's texts does not fall short 
of the one granted to Romanians. “Extremely uncivilized they were, 
too.” “Under Turkish rule, the Serbs” ways of life fell into two catego- 
ries: on the Hungarian land, that of thief (martaloc), of semi-nomad, 
outright gypsy-like, and on the Turkish land that of rzyab, of slave 
plowing the land or herding the cartle... Nor did the Serbs immigrat- 
ing with Tchernoevich outrank the gypsy-like culture of the nomads... 
their semi-nomadic rambling with their sheep on an inhabited land, 
among people sercled in villages, turned them into incorrigible thieves, 
dreaded highwaymen...”? And so on and so forth. The other peoples 
are on the higher rungs, Szekfii giving them a proper position and 
appreciation. 

Generally speaking, all that is debasement, backwardness in this 
country is brought there by foreign peoples, all that is sectled life, civi- 
lization, and culture is Magyar. The Magyar soul forcibly hovers over 
all that is within the “millenary borders”, so that it is felt even if the 
Hungarians are not there. In the Banat, the Swabian immigrants must 
also adjust themselves to the Hungarian spirit of the place, despite the 
fact that the Hungarians were absent when they sectled there; they 
built their houses after the Hungarian fashion found there, which was 
nothing else but a house built of earth-hardened rwilled cloth and cov- 
ered with reed or straws, a type of house known not only in the Roma- 
nian territory, but also outside it, and its origin goes back to pre-his- 
tory; it is a type of dwelling which is widespread nor because of 
nationality, but because it made use of very simple building materials. 

This pride of the Hungarian people in their culture and civilisation 
is a self-pride cultivated with a commendable firmness, reaching from 
the intellectual elites and the ruling classes all the way down to the 
ordinary citizen, a self-pride which, perhaps, is unmatched by that of 


* Hâman-Szekfii, op.cit., IV, p. 261 and p. 467. 
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any other people in Europe. An unmatched hatred for the Romanian 
people, above all, is second to none on the scale of its grudges. They 
irreconcilably hate the very idea that we exist. The Magyar people 
alone are equipped with all the virtues in this part of the world and 
throughout the centuries they have been the only ones destined to 
carry on the unrewarding civilizing work. Hence the conclusion: they 
alone are called to rule over this part of Europe, they alone are entitled 
to carry on this civilizing work among these peoples. (Although, inci- 
dentally, given the current conditions of civilization, at a time when 
we all have the chance to go to the source, the task of civilizing oneself 
is quite enough.) 

This conduct of sovereign contempt for the ordinary man (of course, 
if he is not part of the Magyar nation), for the working man, is the 
foundation of life, of civilization itself. Only civilization itself means 
value, not the work it is based on; if a man is not a Magyar, this quality 
is at fault, and not the level of his civilization. (The serf toiling almost 
without respite on the land of his civilized master, could he have the 
time and the means to civilize himself ?) 

Szekfii's judgement sends us back to the nobility's judgement at 
the time of Horea, which it resembles. 

Judging people by their race. And, as the superiority of a race can 
not be objectively gauged, but only estimated, it is quite natural that 
the Magyar people placed itself atop (the superiority of the Mongol- 
oid over the Latin race!) and keeps at an obstructed distance the other 
coinhabiting peoples. As a matter of fact, the race criterion is not con- 
sistently applied by Szekfii, who makes some amendments to it. For 
instance, the Swabians of the Banat progressed due to the superior 
economic conditions they possess, while the Hungarians did so be 
cause of their racial qualities. The Hungarian, if he is poor or a robber 
(as it was often the case on the Hungarian pesta), he is so because of 
the material conditions facing him, whereas a Romanian or a Serb is 
poor because of his racial inferiority. If the nobleman oppresses the 
Hungarian serf, then the abusive system is questioned, whereas for 
the Romanian serf, it is a result of his inborn deficiencies; he is the 
only one to blame for being oppressed! The Hungarian serf runs away 


176 


from his master's estate because of the hard work or the excessive taxes, 
the Romanian serf runs away because he does not like to work, or to 
have a settled life. Idleness, indolence are racial deficiencies of the Ro- 
manian serf, whereas they are masterly features — taking after the noble- 
man -— with the Hungarian serf!... And so on and so forth. 

Racial superiority? 'To what avail, then, that spectacular work of 
denationalisation? "To what avail that determined endeavour, that ex- 
treme concern for it, which raised it to the forefront of state policy? 
By denationalising these peoples, and in the first place the Romanians, 
they all ofa sudden are freed from their racial inferiorities, and take on 
all the virtues and qualities of the Magyar race. This question does not 
deserve an answer. 

We can still afford to raise some open questions. First, it is hard to 
understand why they make so much fuss about the ruling order and 
establishment on this side of the Carpathians in the 18h century, when 
this was, above all, due to the Austrian administration. "The people 
that had to be appeased were the Magyars, the opposition, the resis- 
tance, and the attempts to eschew these institutions were more of 
Magyar origin. 

The “order” cited on this occasion is as Magyar as the Phanariot 
“disorder” in the Romanian Principalities was Romanian. 

With regard to the Serbs. How could these uncivilized people carry 
on such a consistent political struggle, maintain inside their country a 
specific independence, raise up so fast amid the Hungarian landown- 
ers, as Szekfii himself notices in his book, join the Hungarian nobility 
or rank with the town bourgeoisie in Hungary, the capital city in- 
cluded? 

Wirh regard to the Romanians in the Banat, for instance, the theory 
speaks of he largest Romanian immigration, where the natives them- 
selves were but Romanians and Serbs of the lowest rank, thieves, high- 
waymen. Nor were the immigrants anything but shepherds of the same 
rank and there existed neither Hungarian rule nor Hungarian people 
to tame them, to teach them how to lead a se:tled life or work the 


" Ibidem, p. 473. 
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land. Why, then, do we find here the most economically advanced, the 
most civilized Romanians from all che regions inhabired by the Roma- 
nians? 

And again, we find it hard ro understand how the Hungarians 
managed o turn the Romanians from a nomadic, semi-nomadic people 
to a sedentary one, when all their basic terminology of the setrled life 
is taken from Latin: house, table, window, the farmyard and all the 
fowls, hens, eggs, chickens, orchards, apples, plums, chestnut trees, 
fruit — the first element to show a sedentary life — vegetables, garlic, 
onion, cabbage — they are all Latin. All kinds of cattle - hogs, sheep, 
lambs, goats, ewes — likewise. When all the basic words denoting farm- 
work: cart, yoke, wheat, sowing, trashing, mill, grinding, flour, siev- 
ing, bread - are Latin. When the vineyard, a clear sign of stability, and 
the wine are Latin. When words like hay, haystick, forest are Latin. 
When draft animals, oxen, cows, horses are also Latin. And all this 
throughout the Romanian lands. 

The Romanians = nomads, semi-nomads, a people of shepherds, 
who took a long time to get used to the settled life, to farming, only to 
debase them as a reality in Transylvania? 

Useless were all our efforts, useless was the publication of the land 
stock registers, useless to count the shepherds, the sheep and see that 
the averages are under the life subsistence level, even lower than in 
Hungary, useless it is to show that the so-called “transhumance” refers 
to a tiny percentage of Romanians, and even if the Romanians were 
exclusively he shepherds of sheep, not more than 2-3% of the Roma- 
nian population can mind all the sheep in Transylvania. Yes, to shep- 
herd the sheep is a Romanian occupation, an occupation of these places, 
showing the autochrhony, but this does not mean at all that the Roma- 
nians are a people of shepherds. 

Also detested and negatively judged must be the reign of Emperor 
Joseph II, which confused the well-known traditional order of the coun- 
try, the constitution of the three nations and the four received religions. 
Yes, indeed, it wrought serious changes, which had to be removed en- 
tirely after his death. Only we work with two diametrically opposed 
ways of judgement. All the blows given to the political nations were, 
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for that reason, favourable to us, to the Romanians, and therefore we 
use a different measure to judge him, as did in his lifetime the Roma- 
nians living then. However favourable he was to the Romanian na- 
tion, the most certain thing is the vehemence with which the political 
nations swept Joseph away altogether. 

Supplex Libellus Valachorum is nothing but a reflection of back- 
wardness, turning to the past, looking for support from the Habsburgs. 

Underlying, these theories is the idea that the Hungarians are al- 
ways the carrier of superior qualities that set them apart from the other 
peoples in the region. 

This cultural inferiority makes Romanians appear as the profiteers 
of Magyar culture, generously offered, or simply stolen. Inferiority of 
civilization, barbarous, semi-savagic values, spreading like an epidemic. 
Economic inferiority, the inferiority of the shepherd to the superior- 
ity of the farmer, the superiority of horse-raising to sheep-tending. 
The superiority of the lowlander to the highlander etc. Superiority in 
the artitude toward labour. Anyway, there is no room left for the Hun- 
garians to exist, no ground which the Hungarian would give that the 
Romanian would not receive or take. It must be quite hard to give up 
such milestones of the high Hungarian culture laid by he greatest 
Magyar historian. It must be hard to give up such a lofty and noble 
historical mission. 

Although, to tell the truth, it would be quite a noble mission if one 
would civilize oneself. 


An Economic Synopsis 


And now, by way of conclusion, here is some statistical evidence of 
the “insignificant” role played by Romanians în the country's economy, 
an export-import synopsis of the Transylvanian economy: 


Year The Romanian Countries and the Hungary and the Austrian 
- Turkish provinces provinces 
1837 Export 2,947,169 fl. 64,569 fl. 
import 3,186,835 îl. 285,199 fi. 
1838 Export 2,995,091 fl. 89,144 fi. 
Import 4,157,055 fl. 172,408 fl. 


The figures clearly show the economic orientation of Transylva- 
nia, that its exchanges with Wallachia and Moldavia were greater than 
with other states, and also the extent to which Transylvania was lim- 
ited in its exports and imports from Hungary and the Austrian prov- 
inces. 

An overwhelming role in these exchanges was played by the Ro- 
manian merchants. 'The role of the Swabian merchants had diminished 
considerably. According to official statistics, in 1769, the city of Brașov 
had 132 merchants, of whom only 11 were 'Transylvanian Saxons, the 
remaining being Romanians and Greeks. In the first half of the 19th 
century, the Saxon trade society amounted to no more than 16-18 mer- 
chants, while the Romanian and Greek traders numbered more than 
100. The Levantine commercial society was set up in 1822, with 145 
members. 

A comparison between the Romanian and the Saxon commercial 
turnover can also be enlightening. Over three years, from 1830 to 1832, 
the Romanian and Greek merchants paid on the whole 219,984 fl. and 
18 1/2 kreutzers in duty taxes, while the Saxon trading society mem- 
bership paid only 12,246 fl. 23 3/4 kreurzers. Brothers Rudolf and 
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Gheorghe Orghidan alone defrayed 25,767 fl. 23 3/4 kreutzers, well 
over twice more than all the Saxon merchants combined. Reckoned 
by the figures of 1839-1843, the Romanian traders held 88% of the 
overall imports made through Braşov, and 94.7% of the exports, while 
the Saxon merchanzs totalled only 3.5% and the Greek ones 2%. The 
brothers Orghidan alone accounted for 11.09%. The Romanian trad- 
ers owned warehouses and stores in Bucharest, Galaţi, Brăila, Tulcea 
and their shipping and other trading activities reached as far as 
Constantinople, Asia Minor, and Egypt. 

A large share of the commercial profits was reinvested in industry. 
According to their memorandum of 1827, the Romanian merchants 
paid every year to the “poor population” the sum of 743,600 fl. to spin 
the cotton yarn. Radu Orghidan vas also the leading businessman in 
Braşov, and owner of many plans. The merchants ran wool or cotton 
spinning works or mills. For instance, a wool washing works from 
'Tohan, the largest one, sent to Vienna, to Germany and the Nether- 
lands no less than 1 million Ibs. of washed wool, worth 550,000 fl. In 
October-November 1850, ten slaughterhouses around Braşov butch- 
ered at least 100,000 rams, sheep, goats, producing 1,000,000 lbs. of 
animal fat, worth 220,000 fl. The women of the Braşov district cashed 
in 100,000 fl. annually for spinning over 500 cotton units. These are 
only some highlighrs of a very active economic life. 

The Romanians were kept out ofthe handicraft trades in the towns, 
but not at the fairs. Nonetheless, they penetrated commercially through 
the Greek companies — with which they had previous trade agreements 
- which operated in the most unpretentious conditions, even under 
the name of land tenanrs. The “Greek” merchants were major suppli- 
ers of Oriental wares, of colonial goods, they were monopoly leaseholds, 
moneylenders to the nobility, to the prince himself, as was the case of 
Pater lanoș, for one. 

There is also the amazingly spectacular story of a man named 
Constantin Hagi Pop, who ran his business from 1768 to 1821. The 
Hagi Pop House in Sibiu rose to the top by its wide range of goods, the 
turnover and the expanse of its commercial network, as well as by the 
modern way of handling its business. His House traded a wide range 
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of produce, such as cereals, cartle, wool, all kinds of leather, either 
processed or unprocessed, wine, honey, wax, etc. He handled the most 
varied goods, native or foreign = coffee, sugar, cotton, spices, cloth, 
linen, ace, paper, etc. A native of Craiova = outside Transylvania - 
Hagi Pop expanded its trade over Oltenia, broadening the area of its 
activities later over the whole of W7allachia. In time, the House's ties 
spread as far as Eastern and Western Europe. The House did business 
with almost all the towns in Transylvania and Wallachia, and had com- 
mercial contacts with Pest, Vienna, Graz, riest, Semlin, Belgrade, Za- 
greb, Fiume, and Constantinople. It conducted all sorts of trades: im- 
port, export, foreign, domestic, transit. Its salesmen showed up here 
and there, at all fairs, missing none, certainly not the famous Leipzig 
Fair. He levied all kind of commissions and fees, he opened bank ac- 
counts or kept value deposits. He lent money, he handled bank opera- 
tions in a modern style, keeping book accounts, banking mail, ex- 
change deals, transfers, making headway to the capitalist-type economy. 

His son, Zenobie Pop, who eventually became the director of the 
Vienna State Bank, gave an even more outright capitalist banking look 
to his family business. He was, at that time, the modern businessman, 
committed to financial operations on an international scale, to a great 
number of import-export transactions, having representatives or agen- 
cies in all the major cities of Europe, Eastern and Western. Under his 
management, the Hagi Pop House expanded its contacts and did busi- 
ness with the merchants, the landowners, the nobility, even the rulers 
and contributed to their involvement in the new economic develop- 
ments. 

The House made a major contribution, in the first place, to the 
strengthening of economic links berween Transylvania and Wallachia, 
developing and modernizing the common market of the two coun- 
tries. 

The trading class deserved due respect for its unrelenting struggle, 
as well as for its realistic aims. The Romanian and Greek merchants, 
outside the Greek companies, fought a long battle for a free commerce, 
for the right to trade in Viennese goods, which the Transylvanian Sax- 
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ons prevented them from doing, and for opening their own commer- 
cial society or for their affiliation with the Greek companies. 

Their memorandum of 1827 is quite noteworthy. The 90 signing 
merchants made a detailed expose of the importance of their rade, 
both for the country's economy and as to customs revenues they con- 
tribured ro the stare, not to mention the share and spread of this trade 
in the Romanian Countries and as far as Constantinople and Asia in 
the East. It also showed the difficulties and obstructions they were 
facing from the Saxon merchants and guilds, and the town magistrates, 
as well as the unequal treatment they suffered despite their numerical 
majority and the overwhelming financial importance of their com- 
merce, 

Their arguments strike the right note. From the opening clause, 
they based their claims on the seniority and rightful equality of the 
Romanians with the Saxons on the Imperial Lands. The Romanians, 
the descendants of the Romans, inhabited these places well before any 
other people, and after the Saxons had sectled there, they enjoyed equal 
rights for centuries on end. In favour of this rightful equality, they 
invoked Andrew's Diploma of 1224, its phrase of unus sit populus et de 
uno judice censeantur, the common use of the forests for the Roma- 
nians and the Peceneges (migrant people of Turkish origin). They 
brought historical evidence to prove this equality. They referred to 
civil equaliry and previous laws and rules asserting it. They complained 
that they carried on all the tasks jointly with the Saxons, or even did 
more more than they, but, notwithstanding this, they were barred from 
any profits, albeit the equity required that the profits be distribured 
commensurate with the tasks. They were excluded from any offices, 
from the city council, from the guilds. As they were not represented in 
tbe city council, there was no one to defend their interests, and conse- 
quently they were always neglected. The Romanian guilds were no 
more than three, but, few as they were, they were obstructed. They 
also quoted the natural rights (us Naturalis), “civic society” rights 
(urium Civilis Societatis) befitting all the members of the society alike, 
Hence, the very first point of their memorandum claimed rhar Roma- 
nian citizens of Brașov have the right zo occupy seats in the city coun- 
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cil (in Centumvirale Communitate Coronensi), in a proportional num- 
ber (proportionate numero), as active representatives having the right 
to vote and be appointed to all public offices, be they the high magis- 
trate or the lower offices. 

Only afterwards were the trade claims mentioned: the right to free 
trading with whatever goods, the Viennese ones included (cum mercibus 
quoque Wiennensibus, Schnitt Waaren dictis), the removal of the abu- 
sive hindrances caused by the guilds to free trade, the setting up of a 
proper commercial society, having its own leaders and made up of 
Romanian and Greek merchants. Eventually, this society was officially 
recognized, by decree, in 1838. 

The spirit and the letter of the Supplex Libellus prevail in the minds 
and souls of the leading merchants of Brașov. 'They even showed their 
readiness to become involved in the national struggle. They financed 
Romanian cultural activities, schools, and publications. They supported 
the papers edited by Bariț. They began to give a fresh political and 
cultural meaning to their economic activities, providing the social sub- 
stratum for the free flow of ideas among the three countries. Their 
economic center, Braşov, also became the hub of their joint political 
and cultural action, the focus of the national political struggle of the 
entire Romanian people. 

This is the logical outcome of the development of a people freed 
from the grip of the civilizing historical mission of the Magyar people. 


Civilizing by Education 


Now we will present some figures concerning the civilizing of the 
Romanian people. 
For the year 1843, statistics from 1844 show: 


Catholics Uniates  Protestants  non-Uniates 
Schools 282,978 688,088 493,825 622,784 
223 310 1,131 286 


Hence, for 776,603 Catholics and Protestants there were 1,354 
schools in all, which means school to 547 inbabitants. 

While for 1,310,872 Uniates and non-Uhniates [Orthodox] there 
were 596 schools, i.e. a school to 2,199 inbabitants. 

This striking numerical disproportion reveals a real cultural trag- 
edy. On the one side, a whole series of schools: of higher education, 
academies, colleges, high schools, Catholic, Protestant, and Unitarian 
seminaries, teaching staff educated in the European universities. Mar- 
velous Libraries, like the Bathyaneum in Alba-Iulia, the Brukenthal in 
Sibiu, the Teleki in Târgu-Mureş, hosts of school and church libraries. 
All levels of education. All the doors open to the political nations, all 
the windows wide open to European culture. 

On the other side, only the small schools of Blaj, lors of makeshift, 
tiny schools, down to those that could not be properly called by this 
name. Lone schools on the Imperial Lands. 

To say nothing about the striking disproportion between their 
material and intellectual resources: few of the Romanian schools had 
their own teachers or rooms in which to hold proper classes. Other- 
wise, a rangeful of “deplorable” situations: school reachers missing or 
appointed, only for this purpose, from among the village folks, or from 
among priests, deacons, and cantors; a shortage of classrooms caused 
the priest's house to be turned into a school, or classes were held in the 
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teachers” homes, in rented rooms or whatever derelict building could 
be turned into a school; schoolteachers were paid in money or in kind 
- food, firewood — or often not paid at all; education was perfunctory: 
basic reading, writing, arithmetic, grammar, religion; school attendance 
was a constant problem, it vas always low . 

The Hochmeister calendar gives for 1807 only 129 non-Uniate 
schoolteachers (ludimagistri) in Transylvania. The Sibiu district and the 
Şinca Mare estate had 20 and 18 teachers respectively, while the coun- 
ties of Cluj, Solnoc, and Hunedoara county had only 2, and in the 
county of Zarand there was only one. 

Appalling examples can be given: in 1805, in Pianul de Jos: “The 
school, a sunken building with wooden desks fastened on oak poles; 
on one side, the girls, on the other, the boys. The windows as large as 
a handkerchief. Because of the smoke and the dust, the teacher wore 
out his sight and quit teaching”. In 1838, in Laz: Silvestru Marcu held 
classes with the pupils in his house. He was a shoe-maker by profes- 
sion. Between making shoes, he taught the pupils “the letters” which 
he wrote in coal on a shingle. When writing, the children used a goose 
feather dipped in crushed dwarf elder trees, on which they poured a 
drop of vinegar. The textbooks: te Primer, the Catechism, and the 
Psalms. 

The village school in the Banat, in the western region of the coun- 
try, had to overcome countless hardships, to cope with adverse condi- 
tions. The same sensitive issues regarding the school, classrooms, teach- 
ers, outfits, attendance. The same endeavour to have a national school, 
be it in the border region or outside it. The same graduates from the 
Teachers" Institute in Arad. The archpriest of Timişoara, Vasile Geor- 
gevici, took the lead in this struggle for emancipation. Wide dispro- 
portions. Revolting disproportions everywhere. 

In consequence, the Romanians had to go, in growing numbers, to 
foreign schools, to foreign high schools and rheological seminaries, to 
Jesuit colleges; they had to go to Vienna or Rome. In 1847, the Re- 
formed College in Orăştie, for instance, had 178 students, of whom 53 
mere Romanians, 
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Unfortunately, the general county synopsis does not indicate the 
situation of the Romanian schools on the noblemen's estates. It would be 
telling evidence of the Magyars' desire to cultivate and “make Euro- 
pean” their Romanian subjects, “to Europeanise” the Romanians in 
general. Were they many, were they established from the very begin- 
ning? Were many teachers paid by them? 

This would be specific evidence of the fulfilment of a great histori- 
cal mission. Let it be enough! 

God save us from peoples with historical missions! 

The Calvinist and Catholic proselytizing deviated from the natu- 
ral evolution of the ancient culture. In time, there are granted some 
“privileges”, all of them estimable however. The Uniate or Calvinist 
churches provided for the opening of some schools, printing shops, 
and border schools, but quite rudimentar. Besides the Uniate privi- 
leges, there were the Illyrium owners, and the new Uniate and Onho- 
dox bishoprics set up printing shops, and brought printers, monks, 
and ordained priests from abroad; books were printed, more or less 
against the will of the officials. Orthodox convents were opened here 
and there, but more were burned down than built up; movements, 
more opposed and restricted than encouraged - a cultural movement 
far from meeting the actual needs, limited to the rudiments, far from 
what is understood by “civilizing” and uplifiting from “the ancient 
savagery”, far from indicating a real “civilizing mission”. 

All this in the new world of preconceived concerns for education. 

What did the Enlightenment strive for? 'To what extent was it con- 
cerned to establish a Romanian education? Whar obstacles did it en- 
counter? What were the resulzs of the endeavours made by a school 
inspector like Gheorghe Șincai? What could he achieve against the re- 
sistance put up by landowners? "To what effect were the efforts of the 
Bishop for the schools in Blaj? 

Whar can be said about the situation before the enlightenment? 
How many schools could be found, with the exception of the school 
set up in Făgăraș by princess Susanna Lorantfi? How many paid teach- 
ers, with the ezception of the only one working at that school? How 
many on the Imperial Lands? 
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To what extent could the church meet the educational demands? 
In default of a theological education, short of any kind of teaching 
aids, with uneducated priests who knew more by hearsay than from a 
sound learning, as they did their apprenticeship as cantors, or novices 
at home or abroad? Therefore, the inquiry conducted by the Calvin- 
ists in the Land of Făgăraș, concerning the professional knowledge of 
the Romanian priests, did not come as a surprise: most of them could 
recite only some basic prayers: the Lord Prayer, the Creed, and the 
Ten Commandments, and not even those at a satisfactory level; some 
could read, but not write, etc, Not to speak of understanding the text 
read, often in Slavonic. 

Furthermore, what was the social and economic state of the church, 
of the priesthood? Generally speaking, churches were built and fi- 
nanced by the fairhful; there were priests with no canonical apparel, 
no parochial abode, with no monastical estate, no land with tax-ex- 
empt serfs or half-serfs, always uncertain of revenues, of helping hands, 
of civic duties, priests living as simple peasants, as serfs, working the 
land bare-handed, or with rudimentary tools, forced to pay taxes; du- 
ties, services, excises, tolls in goods, in animals, like raising horses or 
hunting dogs, etc. The ordinary Romanian priest was not, as a rule, 
exempted from taxes, from army calls or public works. He benefired 
only from the low fees paid for his services by the faithful. 

His priestly cloak and badges indicate his poor condition. How 
could he accomplish the high civilizing mission of the missionaries? 

On the other side, there was the Catholic or Calvinistic priest, 
who had a salary, got assistance, had graduated from a theological in- 
stitute, benefited from all sorts of tax exemptions or whatever his master 
of the same faith would grant him, defying any comparison with his 
humble colleague in “civilization”. Theological seminaries and colleges, 
the Bethlen College of Aiud, big libraries, the road wide open to the 
European light and celebrities. Heaven and earth. High up ail the vir- 
tues of civilization, down all the darkness, all che negations, all the 
opacity, all the resistance against any attempt at “civilization”, 

Given the “civilizing” conditions, of no avail proved also to be the 
educational endeavours made by the Austrian officials, by Joseph II 
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himself and his various provisions regarding the education system. "To 
no effect as well were the efforts made by the Transy/vanian School to 
enlighten the people. The ambitious plans devised in 1795 by the 
“Philosophical Society” headed by doctor Piuariu-Molnar melted away 
like snow, at a time of implacable reaction against Joseph's ideas. An 
all-out resistance, an impregnable wall raised by the three political 
nations, by the ruling nobility. The historical mission of the ruling 
peoples was always wasted in vain. Only later on could the “Astra” 
carry a large-scale activity, but with what sacrifices? 

Some statistical figures on how many cattle the Romanian priests 
from the Făgăraş Land owned are relevant!. 

În 1640, 60 Romanian priests registered 109 horses, 192 oxen, 83 
young bullocks, 166 cows, 855 sheep, 640 pigs, and 161 beehives. There- 
fore, on the average: 1.8 horses, 3.2 oxen, 1.4 young bullocks, 2.8 cows, 
14.2 sheep, 10.7 pigs, 2.7 beehives. 

The averages are a bit higher than for the serfs, but not signifi- 
cantly so. At any rate, the register also included the boyar-priests. 

Taking into account only the peasant priests registered in 1640 and 
1648, the average is: 1.6 horses, 3.0 oxen, 1.4 young bullocks, 2.8 cows, 
14.8 sheep, 10.0 pigs, 3.0 beehives. 

A national general average of he serfs in the 17th century: for 10,834 
units, the average is as follows: 0.4 horses, 2.1 oxen, 0.7 cows, 4.8 sheep, 
2.5 pigs, 1.0 beehives. It also comprises the land tenants. Anyway, the 
peasant condition of the Romanian priesthood is self-evident, show- 
ing its agrarian occupation. 

In 1640, there were many priests well below the average, as, for 
instance, a priest in Săsciori with only 2 oxen, 1 cow, and 3 pigs. Or 
another one in Upper Ucea with 1 horse, t ox, 2 cows, and 3 pigs. But 
there were also those well above the average, like the priest in Părău 
with 3 horses, 6 oxen, 2 bullocks, 5 cows, 70 sheep, 30 pigs, and 5 
beehives. Or the priest of Hurez, with 8 horses, 6 oxen, 4 bullocks, 30 
sheep, 4 cows, 20 pigs, and 3 beehives; or the one of Netor, with 6 


' See for what is following D. Prodan, /obăgia în Tiansilvania în sec. XVIII, Vol, |, 
Bucharest, 1986. 
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horses, 4 oxen, 2 bullocks, 4 cows, 60 sheep, 13 pigs, and 15 beehives. 
Such wealth lowers the averages of the others. The fact is that the Ro- 
manian priests seem to be farmers, like the peasants. This is mainly 
evident from the large number of draft animals they own. All the same, 
what they possess is far from the conditions enjoyed by the priests of 
the privileged denominations, to which the Romanian priests would 
not dare to dream. 

I shall refer only ro the rithe system. The received denominations 
got the tithe, the quitrent and other quotas, the Romanian ones gave 
tithe. On the Imperial Lands, the Saxon priests received the full tirhe, 
the Romanians gave them, the Saxons benefited from the allodial 
houses, the Romanians contributed to them. The Romanians contrib- 
uted to the school or church funds, without having access to them. 
This set of blatant discriminations goes on endlessly. Strange methods 
of “civilizing”, of elevating people from darkness, from ancient sav- 
agery. A strange historical civilizing, mission. And how many other 
ways of “civilizing” may find a “mission” by its inventive powers? 

The clergy in the Romanian Countries had a clear economic supe- 
riority. For instance, in Oltenia, the priests also earned their liveli- 
hood from farming and cattle breeding, but at a different economic 
level. 'The priests and the deacons of Vâlcea County, for instance, at 
the conscription of 1722, had each 20, 30, 40, 50 sheep, and even more. 
One priest even had 600. And the list goes on, for the year 1728, with 
410 pigs and 40-50 beehives per family. Or even with as many as 183 
or 192 beehives?. 


* D. Furtună, Preoțimea românească în secolul al XVIII-lea. Starea ei culturală şi materială, 
Vălenii de Munre, 1915, pp. 99-100. 


Two Historical Destinies 


Two parallel and contradictory historical destinies - the former 
Western and Catholic, the latter Eastern and Onhodox, the former 
gathering various nations under the banners of the great dynasties of 
Anjou, Jagellon, Corvin, Habsburg and taking advantage of their work; 
the latter, after the fall of Byzantium under Turkish rule, scattering, 
dividing people of the same nationality, confined to their own powers, 
sweating for others, doomed to submission and historical backward- 
ness. 

For centuries on end, historical Hungary took advantage of the 
submission and work of other peoples, used them for the benefit of irs 
own state, of its own culture, living off of the work of others, availing 
itself of an artificial problem up to the present day. 

The Romanian people had the historical ill-luck to fall within the three 
great empires, the Ottoman, Russian and Habsburg empires, each one 
yarning to see it reunited, on condition it was under its own rule. And as 
they could nor agree among them, our people remained divided. And 
most tragic of all, Transylvania remained under the curse of Magyar “Eu- 
ropeanization”, doomed to exploitation and backwanrdness. 


Federalization 


A grand design, worthy of the self-pride of the Magyar aristocracy, 
was masterminded and circulated abroad by Teleki Lâszl6. According 
to this plan, all the revolutionary forces in this part of Europe were to 
join forces. În his letter to Kossuth, Teleki saw this battle as waged by 
a grandiose federation, headed by Greater Hungary, by which the 
Magyar people would not only assure their domination of the whole 
region, but would also extend it as far as the Black Sea. France's mis- 
sion to save Europe was now to be taken on by Hungary. There was no 
other choice: it was either that, or collapse. “Our destiny will be ei- 
ther the greatest glory the world has known, or death.” “Hungary had 
two choices: the first, to abide by the Corpus Juris and therefore main- 
tain its borders as they were, mindless of the suspicious peoples; that 
way, it could win many laurels, but with a lot of bloodshed and huge 
material efforts, while the gain would be an uncertain future for years 
to come. The second choice was to sacrifice something of the Corpus 
Juris. What does this choice imply? A small victory over oneself, whose 
dividends would be an unheard-of life and glory. No. The choice be- 
wween the two roads cannot be burdensome — the more we give to the 
nationalities, the less ro Austria and absolutism.” Teleki pointed out, 
on that occasion, that the revolution could not be confined only to 
meeting the demands of the Croats; it was also imperative to make 
peace with the Serbian voivodate, granting it the right to hold irs own 
public assemblies, and also to grant Romanians their right to self-ad- 
ministration, statutory rights, broad municipal guarantees, but not 
outside the country's borders, with the notification that the German 
and the Hungarian peoples should nor be subjected to Croat or Serbian 
jurisdiction and on the condition that in the supreme government, the 
country's Diet, which was one with the Hungarian country, the par- 
liamentary language be also Hungarian. “If, in addition to this, we 
shall proclaim the accomplished principle of nationality and we shall 
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lay its foundation = we say again we have laid for Hungary the founda- 
tion of the brightest future, nor only in the Hungarian country, so 
that even those who have remained so far outside our aspirations will 
enthusiastically strive toward us and we shall gladly welcome them as 
the center and the queen of a future Danubian confederation, whose 
powers will forever crush the absolutist monster and which will ex- 
pand from the Baltic to the Black Sea.” The national concessions must 
not go further than -a county or a commune. He went as far as to 
imagine what peoples would make up that confederation “..the first 
would be the peoples thar have been so far with us...” and Wallachia, 
Serbia, and Bulgaria will later on make up the parts having looser ties 
with us. Bohemia and Moravia will have even looser ties with Hun- 
gary, while, at long last, on the fringes, as is the case of Poland in the 
process of reintegration, the links will consist of agreeing on foreign 
policy”. In the end, to reassure the people at home: “We shall not merge, 
but, instead, we shall expand more in this manner than in the other”. 

Grandiose plans, matching Hungarian self-pride, the fruit of the 
historical mission assumed by the chosen people and its nobility! 1 
read somewhere that in the new confederation Hungary would have 
been assigned to produce high-technology goods, while the Romanian 
plains would have had the mission to provide the raw produce of agri- 
culture. 

Bad luck. 'The prospects were envisaged by someone who was even 
more self-conceited than the others, Kossuth Lajos, with whom we 
struck a make-believe “peace” on the eve of a military disaster. Soon, 
Hungary ended up with the 13 martyrs of Arad and Kossuth's recreat. 

Our neighbours have not given up their plans to make us happy, 
including the plans of federalization. This time — cross yourself! — the 
Romanian people is to be divided into pieces, corresponding to the 
historical provinces, which are to be afterwards federalized. Starting 
from Bessarabia, extending over the whole of Moldavia - an idea taken 
up by a Soviet publication, as it is obviously tempting for the Soviers 
(political scientist Lâszl6 Lengyels for example). Naturally, Transylva- 
nia is left out, it belongs eo spso to Hungary. What a thorn in the flesh 
can this Greater Romania, our very existence, be for them! Why so 
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much hatred? Faced with such an axiomatic vision, with this appetite, 
what value can our autochthony, our “majorities”, our historical 
“truths”, hold? 

Eventually, the Austrian-Hungarian compromise was reached, the 
bitterly protracted dualism was set in place. 

They “Europeanized” us too. 'The terrible example was given in 
northern Transylvania. They clearly showed us Pow much they needed 
to be “Europeanized” 


Disparate Theses 


Transylvania — “the land of tolerance”, a distinct example in a feud- 
ing Europe. Yes, but with a fundamental correction. In Transylvania, 
the four received religions agreed among, themselves to be mutually 
tolerant. On the contrary, they proposed for the Romanians a different 
kind of tolerance; the exclusion of their religion from among the 
country's sons, being tolerant only usque ad beneplacitum regnicolarum. 


Spectacular successes are scored by Hungarian propaganda now, all 
over the world. Actually, one of their great successes is “homogeniza- 
tion”, Everyone jumps to their defence unreservedly. The Hungarians 
need only to move a finger, and everybody starts pitying them and 
criticizing us. All this suits them ro boot. They should be very grate- 
ful to us. 


The Games of History 


Let us open our eyes. The problem facing the Romanian state, one 
hundred per cent 4nquestionable from the viewpoint of the modern 
principles of the formation of states, is based on z qnestionable, falacious 
view of history, in which they are entitled to all the negations, all the 
enormities, they can claim the right to rule which was long ago abol- 
ished by the principles making the present-day states, as well as the 
right to conquer, to invade, to submit others to the historical rule, ro 
“historical” missions. 

What would happen if all peoples claimed back all the rerritories 
they had invaded and conquered throughout the years, by virtue of 
their “historical rights?” What would happen if they were granted the 
rights they had ar a given time, or if they were allowed to regain the 
size their country allegedly had at a given time? Let us go on with our 
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history, and not be confused by such ploys. It is humiliating that the 
largest people in south-eastern Europe must bargain for its right to 
live. 

What would the world's peoples do if the “right of history”, he 
right to invade, to conquer, took precedence over the right ro live? 


New T heses 


Austrian oppression was the same for Hungarians and Romanians. 
It was not they who were the oppressors, but the Austrians. We have 
not been the oppressors and the oppressed, but at the same time the 
oppressed and the victims. 

After the war, not long ago, we were still happy that something 
was being done, that the “exploitation”, the “oppression” was admit- 
tedly caused by the oppressing nobility. It was not the Hungarian people 
which oppressed, but the nobiliry. A good omen. Nay, now again, we 
have to absolve the nobility too, we were all similarly oppressed, the 
oppressors of us all were the Habsburgs. And step by step we returned 
to the well-known refrain: the Habsburgs were the oppressors, the re- 
actionaries, and we all were oppressed in a similar way. If only it had 
stopped at that, but, as we leaned on the Habsburgs in fighting for our 
rights, we are no longer the oppressed, but the “reactionaries”, the 
collaborators with the oppressors. 

Hungarian historiography must now show condescendence and try 
to absolve us, if it can, of such a guilt, of such stigmata. 

Yes, we always needed, no doubt, to seek the support of Austria in 
our fight against the nobility, i.e. the Hungarians. Who could we have 
leaned on in our fight? On them, on their nobility? 

We and the Hungarians were equally oppressed by Austria, weren' 
we?! 

However, Austria curtailed the “Magyar nation”, the nobility, of 
its political power, but it secured its class domination better than it 
could have done itself. It was also granted, in return for its loyalry, the 
basic right of tax-exemption, even today when it can no longer justify 
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it with raising an army in defence of the country. Under the protec- 
tion of Austria, it could maintain its feudal domination, and along 
with it, the exclusive domination of the three nations. Undoubtedly, 
the Magyar serfs were also subjected to a twofold oppression, like the 
Romanian ones. Only it was obviously not so harsh and they ben- 
efired from their relations of co-nationality with their masters, from a 
preferential regime in all respects, also coming from the open national 
struggle, by the church, by the school, by culture, by the chances to be 
promoted on the social scale, by the many-sided advantages of being 
one of the political nations. A glance over the scheme of public offices 
would be enlighrening. How many Romanians could you find there? 

Furthermore, the Hungarian people made up the nation's elites, 
the urban middle-class, with all the material advantages and privileges, 
from which the Romanians were excluded. Under the protection of 
Austria, the towns could keep and even increase their exclusivism. 
Norwithstanding this, neither they nor the nobility are collaborators 
with the “reaction”. Only we, Romanians, are the collaborators, the 
reaction. 

Unfortunately, we took up too the thesis of the exclusive and equal 
Habsburg oppression; it became part of our discourse, of our state 
political parlance of yesterday. We forgot the understated oppression, 
the most serious, glaring and direct, that of the Hungarians, under 
Habsburg protection, of the Romanian nation as a whole. Our past 
suffering faded away, our fight became meaningless. We had only to 
join with our masters, the Magyar nobiliry, in its struggle, in the com- 
mon struggle against the Habsburgs, so as not to be called “reaction- 
ary”. Terrible syllogisms. 

Along this line, one can go as far as one wishes. This thesis can 
even be found in our official Revista istorică (The Historical Maga- 
zine). Using his political clout, Jânos Fazekas aired it, cloaked in a new 
attire, of course backed up by the historians who could not dare do so 
under their own names. The scaffolding starts from the autonomous 
principality of Transylvania, te state of culture and tolerance, outrun- 
ning, in this respect, Europe irself, the state over which fell the Fizbsburg 
oppression of all. 
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“Horthyism” was, in no way, an accident. Ît was the exacerbated 
mentality consciously cultivated from top to bottom, from the lead- 
ing intellectuals to the majority opinion. An overrated proverbial self- 
pride, consciously cultivated, of the Magyar people, a self-pride which 
is second to none, an over-inflated hatred against the rising peoples, an 
unmatched hatred against the Romanian people, which, due to its large 
population, is the main obstacle to its domination. 


An overrated “historical right”, the sacred right to “conquer”, un- 
questionable, forever immovable. 

It will never be easy with the Hungarians. Whatever concessions 
you make to them, they are still discontent and oppressed. In vain you 
stretch the point, or grant them more, or make them a favour. They 
will use them as weapons overtly or stealthily against you. They can 
not give up the idea of their racial, cultural superiority; they are deaf 
to the idea of equality, to the democratic, numerical principle of mak- 
ing the modern state. They respond only to the idea of domination, 
domination at any cost, and are obsessed by the “tragedy” of mille- 
nary Hungary. Many a generation should come to be at peace with the 
verdict of history. 

% 

Austrian oppression of the Romanians and the Hungarians alike, vic- 
tims, the ones and the others, of “Austrian colonialism”, 

In fact, a dual oppression for us, both from Austria and from the 
ruling nobiliry of the Transylvanian state in general. 

“Austrian colonialism”, which hindered Hungary from develop- 
ing naturally? On the contrary, the Austrian state protecting the “Magyar 
nobility's colonialism ”, a safe shield by its omnipotence and tax-exemp- 
tion, of the whole system of exploitation and anachronism. A pillar 
on which it leaned to secure its continuation. “Oppression” which 
would eventually lead to “dualism”. 
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Questions 


Why do we not ask for a European statute concerning the rights of 
national minorities, similar with the existing European statute of hu- 
man rights, so as not to involve the states in endless talks, to avoid 
pointless preferences or privileges, encumbrances caused on purpose 
or just unintended, but still unjust for any state and citizen? That way, 
artificial enmities, disturbing squabbles would be hushed out for good. 

The time has come to conduct a scientific census, enlightening for 
what is actually going on. 


The New History of Transylvania 


At long last, | managed to get a glance at the three bulky volumes 
of the new Hungarian Fiszory of Transylvania. A collective, well-docu- 
mented effort, displaying, real scientific progress, i.e. indicating real 
progress from the point of view of historical outlook, deflating the 
historical self-pride demonstrated thus far, superseded by a real or simu- 
lated objectivity, and the disparaging tone by luring hints. Now, what 
we have is not only a much better documented approach, but also a 
history written in a decent style. Which does not change, however, an 
iota of its final purpose, which, on the contrary, the book is meant to 
strengthen, justify and reinforce. All this scientific scaffolding is built 
in order to claim the continued domination of the Hungarians over 
the Romanians, after the Liberation as well, on the ground that the 
century-old domination of yesterday gives rhem the right to a future 
domination tomorrow, forever. Not the slightest intention of “grati- 
tude” for our centuries of work for them. On the contrary, this en- 
titles them to claim it before and after the liberation. Arpâd's fierce 
horsemen set under their horses hooves immovable historical rights. 
Despite the principles on which modern states are founded, now masses 
of documentary material are called upon to justify that “superiority”. 

All the known relics of the Hungarians' emergence in Europe, their 
virtues of a steppe people are dragged out for this purpose. With great 
flourishes they are shown as “European”. Their horsemen scurried all 
across Europe in a fierce stampede, terrifying the continent, haunting 
its past. They dashed through it and, to boot, they called themselves 
the masters, assuming the “mission” of “Europeanizing” us as well, 
assuming an eternal right over us, although the peoples they occupied 
had meanwhile freed rhemselves; all this instead of drawing any con- 
clusions from this historical act. 
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The Conquest of the Country 


Now, they are putting forth new theses. The conquest of their coun- 
try did not start with the invasion of the Pannonian plain, but before 
that, with the inroads of their fierce horsemen all across Europe, arous- 
ing, terror all over the mainland. In their rush through Europe, they 
also scurried upon the Romanian territory from the north to the south 
of the Danube. They also entered Transylvania. Hence the new thesis: 
the conquest of their country started with Transylvania, eo îpso their 
claim over Transylvania is legitimare. What we find hard to under- 
stand is why they do not try to rightfully claim the zobole of Europe, 
through which they roamed!? 

A further thesis goes like this: Magyar culture did not spread east- 
ward from Budapest, but rather radiated from Transylvania, from Târ- 
gu-Mureş, from the two Bolyai's and the prince of Transylvania, Gabriel 
Bethlen. Q.e.d.! Bela Bartok was born in the Banat! Q.ed./ 

Meanwhile, the problem of Anonymus remains unsettled. How 
many more efforts will be made to interpret or to misinterpret it? 

It follows that new archaeological evidence is desperately searched 
for. And, logically, the traces of the horses and horsemen in their in- 
roads, in their plundering stampede, show up. 

The penetration of the Transylvanian woodland and mountains 
by the steppe warriors must have, however, followed, by and large, 
open roads and routes, must have involved obstacles, difficulties, a time 
span and historical stages. It must have taken a long time until the 
Szeklers sertled here, until their colonialization became an established 
fact, with its organization of seats, counties, royal citadels, of Imperial 
Lands, landed estates, until serfdom, oppressing the people of Transyl- 
vania, brought about the massive submission of the Romanian people. 

Nay, the Romanian people immigrated to Transylvania, step by 
step, unnoticeable, invading the mountains in the first place, growing 
in number to form eventually the majority. Strange coincidences. This 
tacit insinuation also applies to the “foundation” of the Romanian 
Countries in both directions, of Wallachia and Moldavia, from Tran- 
sylvania, and it is alleged to have continued in the following century, 


201 


during the great reigns of Mircea the Old, Iancu of Hunedoara and his 
son Matthias, with all the resounding story of Stephen the Great rais- 
ing his people ro a European rank. 

] read the new treatise with an eye for the blatant effort undertaken 
in order to make short shrift, no matter by what means, of the history 
of the Romanian people. First of all, numerically, statistically. By natu- 
ral estimates, generous or not, as there are no censuses or any other 
official estimations. How ungeneros they are in their evaluations, how 
careful they are to demonstrate by figures the Romanian population's 
growth, i.e. the increasing immigration. În the late 16th century, they 
concede about 200,000 inhabitants out of almost 700,000. Around 
330,000 Romanians for the whole principality of Transylvania. 
Verancsics, in 1560, had estimated the Romanians in Transylvania as 
accounting for one fourth of the population. Vasile Lupu wrote to the 
pasha of “Timişoara mentioning roughly the same proponion, obvi- 
ously having in mind to persuade the larter to attack Transylvania. 
According to him, the Romanians would have been on his side if at- 
tacked. The Romanians would be his guarantee of victory. Therefore, 
this is a much lower estimate, showing that the two contemporaries 
were wrongl. - 

They want to obstruct the present and the future with an alleged 
past, they want to shut off the way of a people at least twice more 
numerous. It is not enough that we have worked for them for centu- 
ries, they want that work to continue in the future as well, in this 
world of free nations. They are no longer content with their own work 
and virtues, they stili wish to dominate us. 

And all this time, there was an endless flow of immigrants from 
the Principalities, in step with the statistica! estimates. An official reck- 
oning, cca 1712-1713, gave the following estimates: 34% Romanians, 
47% Hungarians. In 1760, the Romanians amounted to about 60%. 
The explanation: a massive immigration from the Romanian Coun- 
tries. Figures upon figures, always changed by epidemics, immigrations, 
figments. A never-ending play of figures throughout the century?. 


' Erddly târtânete, |, p. 731. 
* lbidem, pp. 978-981. 
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Joseph IIs census (on denominations) would be a good opportu- 
nity to draw some conclusions. Let us confine ourselves to the figures 
provided by the immigration theory worked out by Jancs6 Benedek, 
Acsâdy, etc. 

The truth is that they want, by virtue of their alleged past, to stave 
off our present, to squeeze us into statistica! figures, curtailing our role 
in building this country. It is much too obvious that, when we con- 
sider the Transylvanian serfdom, in the 17th-18th centuries, including 
the serfs in the Szekler region, the Imperial Lands, in the service of the 
towns, we cannot be wrong in saying that the Romanian serfs amounted 
to three-fourths of the Transylvanian serfs, their historical contribu- 
tion defying the tricks of any population census or estimate. 

The immigrant status of the Romanian people in Transylvania still 
lingers as an axiom: a tacit, unnoticeable immigration, gradually tak- 
ing hold of the mountain areas, as the shepherds roamed through the 
mountains with their sheepfolds. 

Our Dacian-Roman roots, our Latinity which shows our Euro- 
pean origin and which gives our pride as a distinctly European people 
fade away, lose their traces; no, a Romanian people in Transylvania is 
a late occurence; one millennium after the Dacian-Roman blend, they 
penetrated imperceptibly, without a rightful origin, without a distinct 
identity. 

Here is the great problem of the Romanian people themselves, of 
their identity and origin, their “enigma” and “miracle”, this people 
otherwise so Latin in the whole structure of their language, so impres- 
sive in their unity. | thought we would be spared these searches of 
identity, of unity. Nonetheless, we are accustomed now with. this 
squabble: rhe Hungarians swear thar we belong to the Balkans, the 
Bulgarians that we are from the Carpathians. We find it even harder to 
accept the fantasies that we are originally Turkish shepherds or what- 
ever else. We find it harder to accept such odd theories as that of a 
nomadic, rootless, even non-existent people, outside the broad sphere 
of civilization. We are still searching for our place, our origin, among 
the sedentary peoples of Eastern Europe: Thracians, Getae, Illyrii; we 
seek our ancientness in the deep layers of rhe past, in Eastern Romanity. 
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Our right to exist, to have a state of our own is, above all, shown by 
what we are, not by what were are allegedly said to have been. 

Step by step, the statistics deny the validity of the theory of immi- 
gration, and cast light on the Romanian majority; on the other hand 
they disclose that the Hungarians were a minority in Transylvania, as 
well as in Hungary, and that they made great efforts to denationalize 
ocher peoples, with the aim to raise the Hungarian proporiion to 50% 
in Hungary, so as to give it the right to exist as a national state. 

Here are growth scales per 1,000 inhabitants, according to sources 
in their own language: 


1850 1880 1890 

Hungarians 4,812 6,404 7,357 

Romanians 2,240 2,403 2,589 
Growth % 

1850 -1880 1880 -1890 

Hungarians 33.1% 14.9% 

Romanians 7.3% 7.7% 


Such high growth rates were made possible by assimilation?. 

In this way the Magyar population of Hungary reached, by the 
year 1910, 36%, and eventually increased to 50%, which was still, even 
by the standards of the modern world, a numerical inferiority, a mi- 
nority. Let us now examine this process in the modern world, in the 
world of censuses, in the world of ethnic realities, in present-day de- 
mographic reality. 

Some figures from the above-mentioned treatise, concerning, the 
ethnic ratio in the Great Principality of Transylvania. 


” Magyarorszdg tărtânete 1848-1891, p. 1149. 
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1850-1851 

Romanians 59.5% 
Hungarians 25.9% 
(Vol. III, p. 1196) 


Transylvania without the Partium 


Romanians 1,043,847 
in 1930 1,625,863 


Historically speaking, the Hungarians emerged spectacularly, as 
roaming horsemen plundering all across Europe, arousing fear every- 
where, to settle down later in the Pannonian plain, in Hungary, 
wherefrom they rushed westward until they were crushed by Charles 
the Greart. They also made inroads into Transylvania, among others, 
and now they pop up with a new thesis: the conquest of their country 
did not begin with the plain, but with Transylvania; eo îpso, they are 
its rightful masters. In all modesty, they should consider themselves, 
logically, as the masters of all of Europe, since they scurried through- 
out every inch of it. 

Hence, in Transylvania we are subsequently immigrants. How far 
did they go, how much of it did they conquer? What happened to the 
Vlachs and Slavs mentioned by Anonymus? The Roman population 
of Dacia must have left the country before, to come back later from 
south of the Danube, with a new status, that of immigrants, un- 
noticeably infiltrated, roaming with their sheep all across the country, 
increasing their numbers gradually to be a majority, benefiting from 
the civilizing hospitality of the ruling Magyar people. 


* See Victor Spinei, Migraţia ungurilor în spatiul Carpato-dundrean și contactele lor cu 
românii în secolele IX-X, in Arbeologia Moldovei, XIII, 1990. Excerpt. 


A New Moment for Alarm 


Here is the President of France, Frangois Mitterand, pitying the 
Hungarians, in quite inappropriate words, talking about how much of 
its territory Hungary Jost by the Versailles Treaty, trying to impress 
the audience by mentioning, the loss of two-thirds of that country's 
territory. What he should have been amazed at was how much of rhe 
territories of the neighbouring peoples they were capable of invading 
over the centuries, at how many peoples they subdued and forced to 
serve them, at how much foreign labour they appropriated, placing it 
in the service of their prosperity, in the service of their own state, of 
their own culture, of which they are inordinately proud, with which 
they defy us. A history that should be condemned, rather than pitied! 

As for us, how much of our work did they appropriate in our cen- 
tury-long servitude, in their contempt of the “ignorance” to which 
they condemned us, of our status of a people excluded from among 
the homeland's sons and daughters, nothing but a tolerated people usque 
ad beneplacitum regnicolarum? 

It was only much later that the Treaty of Trianon sanctioned the 
rectification of a history of peoples” subjugation, a history of spolia- 
tion, of appropriating another people's work for one's own benefit 
and to another people's detriment, by placing it at the service of one's 
own culture and thus damaging another people's culture. On the con- 
trary, the treaty did them more than “justice”: it allowed them to keep 
everything, they had taken by force. Moreover, they received in the 
bargain the country's capital with its riches, a capital that is more than 
a province, everybody's creation. And now, instead of admitting, that 
they were robbers, they are complaining that they were deprived of 
their possessions, that a spectacular historical injustice was done to 
them. But they were deprived of their spoils, in reality, by the final 
Liberation of the peoples they subjugated. They have taken advantage 
of history for such a long time and to such an extent that now they 
think they are being deprived of their property. 
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Let us open the history book together in good faith, not trying to 
overlook things, not with the foolish pride and the crushing contempt 
with which they treat us, let us come down to Earth, start counting 
the centuries of hard work and servitude they condemned us to, open 
the books recording the expanse of land, the tributes paid, the public 
work in the fields, and deep down in the mines, the money paid for 
the upkeep of the army, the blood shed on the battlefields, examine 
the vestiges of that anonymous activity that enriched their history by 
making us poor, by excluding us from our rights, by driving our sons 
away from the achievements of history, by making them appalled when 
we deny their exclusivity, their lust for endless power by virtue of 
conquest, that is of spoliation, of invasion. Who made them the sole 
owners of this land they invaded? Did they bring it along with them 
when they came here from other quarters? 

If only out of sheer curiosity, open the books containing the docu- 
ments of that time, the inventory lists recording the work performed 
on the noblemen's estates. 

Let us read something taken out of the balance sheet of the princely 
estates (referring to those existing on 31 December 1642): 

On the 13 estates, Făgăraş, Porumbac and Comana included, there 
were 477 stacks containing 282,463/15 smaller stacks, of which 265 corn 
stacks containing 198,656 smaller stacks, plus 10,181 buckets of grains 
and 1,229/3 buckets of flour. Shall we try and imagine how much work 
was necessary for such quantities of produce? And then how much 
toil on the other estates too? And ir goes without saying that our labour 
made up the larger amount of this. 

By the interpretation that could be given his words, the French 
President's remarks tainted one of rhe most spectacular moments of 
our history: the revolution that suddenly saved us from the worst hu- 
miliation, opening wide Europe's gates to us, including the gates of 
France, a house usually quite hospitable to our culture. 

Now let us go back to our past history. Other peoples had a his- 
tory of servitude as well. Nothing more fatal than servitude, which 
marred the whole history of Europe. But there is a difference: who 
benefited from this servitude? The Polish subject served his own mas- 
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ter, his own country, made his contribution to his own country, to his 
own culture that he would eventually inherit. When free, he used it as 
a common asset, as something inherited by all, he could regard it as 
the result of common efforts and, therefore, as a common right. 

But the history, the culture the Hungarians place so much pride in 
is not founded on their work alone. At least two-thirds of it are the 
product of the work of us all. Did our common state in the past 
bequeathe everything to them alone and did it bequeathe us only what 
we could scrape up with our own efforts? Did we make the revolution 
to ensure their privileges, ro restore them to them? Now even with our 
own blood! 

Count the centuries we humbly served them with our work. First 
serving the feudal lords and then serving their State to the public good. 
What is the share of the subdued peoples? What is our share? What is 
our share in the history of this Transylvania, in its history, in its heri- 
tage, in its culture you take pride in by depriving us of the results of 
our work, by compelling us to accept the mere condition of a tolerated 
people? We have invested much, willingly or unwillingly, in the struc- 
ture of this State, in its historical treasure. Is this investment to bring 
returns to them alone, de jure, is it to be their intangible privilege they 
exclude us from? All right, let us be brothers, but let us be brothers 
too when it comes to the heritage, to the share in the patrimony of 
history! 

And where are we to find a record of all this work throughout the 
centuries? And then one of the endless number of other kinds of work? 
And of the the various taxes, monopolies, the spectacular picture of 
our obligations? Of the numerous public duties, taxes, military obli- 
gations, work in salt and other kinds of mines, building roads, bridges, 
carrying goods for masters from a foreign state? Is everything to be the 
patrimony of the ruling state, is it its exclusive privilege? So we are left 
nothing at all of this treasure! 

They say they established educational institutions staffed with re- 
nowned foreign professors, who were paid high wages; they say they 
studied in the finest schools abroad, which entitles them to despise 
our inferiority, our “ignorance”; they say they built libraries on a par 
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with the European ones: the Barthyâni Library, the Teleki Library, 
the Library of the Transylvanian Museum. Did you do this all by your- 
selves, with your own means only? The Batthyâni Library was founded 
by the Catholic Bishopric of Alba-Iulia, the Bishopric receiving, its 
wealth from rhe Romanian estates of Alba-lulia (and, of course, from 
the Catholic nobles as well), which was massively bought abroad and 
brought down the Danube by ship. The Teleki Library is based on the 
Transylvanian landed property of the family of the great Transylvanian 
magnate Teleki. The Transylvanian Museum is based on the high 
Transylvanian nobility, the extensive Romanian landed property of 
Chioar. 

A comparison of two maps: the one drawn by Kossuth in 1850, 
delimiting the Hungarian par of Hungary, and the one accepted at 
Trianon, will prove that the decision made there was the best possible 
verdict and the most just one! Ar Trianon, Hungary did not lose rwo- 
thirds of its territories, it lost exactly as much as it invaded of other 
states” territories over the course of time! 

Under such circumstances, how could we expect gratefulness from 
Hungary for the blood we shed, for the dozens of people who died for 
its Liberation from under Hitlerite rule, a Liberation which it naturally 
did not wish for? 

Did anyone utter a word of gratitude for this gigantic work in the 
service of the historical virtues that they take so much pride in? No- 
body said anything of the kind. They refused to recognise that there 
are such obligations in the world. They only gratified us with the title 
of a people excluded from among the homeland's sons and daughters, 
of a tolerated people usque ad beneplacitum regnicolarum, excluded to- 
gether with our religion! Imperial dignitaries, the Emperor himself 
had to come over and acknowledge our work and make amends for 
this tragic and horrible plighr. 

First came General Hadik, who, in his memoir of 1768, voiced his 
consternation at the Romanians serfdom, at their excessive and ir- 
regular hard work, for which they received no pay whatsoever. This 
hard unpaid work seemed to have no end and included too many tasks: 
plowing, sowing, carrying, threshing, transporting various goods to 
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the market, to the mill, working in he vineyard, carrying wine, 
haymaking, hay carting, cutting and carrying wood, working in the 
stables, in the cellar, in the house, etc. The serf has to work at all times 
and under all circumstances. Man and cattle have to suffer under the 
landowner's oppression while his own plots go to seed and his family 
starve at home. Then the serfs have to use their carts and horses or 
cattle to travel far away, especially when the feudal lord has to go on an 
official mission to the county seat, to the capital, or to the Imperial 
Government. "The subject has sometimes to travel 10 or 12 miles, cross- 
ing two or three counties, often in the most terrible weather. And so 
there is no end to these obligations and abuses connected with the 
serf's plighr. And then the serf's plot of land is far from being propor- 
tional ro the difficulty of his work and this makes him starve and be 
up to his ears in debt. When he is on the estate of his lord, che serf is 
judged by rhe lord himself and when he is in the county seat, he is 
judged by his lord's relatives, friends or fellow feudal nobles. If the 
subject lodges a complaint somewhere higher in the hierarchy, he is 
sure to bear the nobleman's revenge. So these are some of the many 
reasons of his flight, emigration, etc. 

In 1769, General O'Donell, the Governor, was of the same opin- 
ion. He too quickly admitted the origins of that “morbus transil- 
vanicus”, and decided that the regulation of landed property had ro be 
one of the first tasks of his period in office. The lack of land and the 
unbearable unpaid work were reasons for emigration. The regulation 
of the question of landed property in Hungary had no consequences 
for Transylvania. Certa puncta of 1769 was but a provisional means, it 
offered a temporary solution, pending a final resolution: it maintained 
the high quantity of unpaid work stipulated by the previous orders. 

In 1772, Count Leopold Clary, Treasurer of Transylvania, painted 
a dark picture of serfdom, especially of the Romanians” serfdom: “Serf- 
dom, which oppresses almost the entire Romanian people, is an excru- 
ciating burden that viciates the air and makes this people hate its home- 
land”, he says, repeating what General Hadik had said. “The Romanian 
people have always been treated inhumanely, they were pushed to de- 
spair and then to emigration.” The country's economy is entirely 
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grounded on their humble work, there are excessively difficult tasks 
to fulfil and the feudal lord's free will dominates the serf's whole fam- 
ily with an absolute power. And then the large number of children 
make the picture even darker. “A shanty that gives too lirtle shelter 
from the cold, equally shabby clothes, a woman suffering under pov- 
erty, poor children, half-deserted fields, empty pantries, skinny ex- 
hausted cattle make one think of torture and pain, not at all of any 
hope to change the horror of this life.” The noblemen compel their 
subjects to reap for them and sell their products to the same subjects, 
who have to pay “interest” for them. The nobleman obliges the sub- 
ject to serve at his court, thus taking him away from his work in the 
field. All of these are the reasons behind the Romanians” emigration to 
the Romanian Countries or even to Russia. They are granted no access 
to the sciences, the arts, and trades, even though the Romanians pos- 
sess these inborn qualities - quickness of mind, courage - which they 
inherired thanks ro their Roman origin. This people's proud spirit 
could be incited to evil if a remedy is not found in due time. As the 
Romanians form the majority of the population, it is self evident that 
the country's prosperity is made by this people. “Therefore, it is the 
Romanians that keep the roads in good condition, they bring every- 
one what they need every day from the remotest mountains, they cul- 
tivate the greater part of the fields and vineyards, they are the ones to 
carry goods from one place to another, they are the main source of the 
prince's wealth, through the taxes they pay. It is from among the Ro- 
manians that soldiers are recruited, it is the Romanians too that carry 
the largest quantities of salt. It is this people rhat searches the moun- 
tains and abysses for precious ores for the benefit of the State and the 
Prince. It is entirely beyond doubt that this very people, which is the 
subject of so much pain, is the most useful for the general welfare and 
this is why it is worth paying attention to them, looking after them in 
the future.” 

An even more conniving portrait of the Romanian people is given 
to the Emperor by General Preiss. When making, a far-reaching de- 
scription of this people, he naturally notices the ignorance of the Ro- 
manians and of their clergy. The cause of it all is serfdom, “the subjec- 
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tion and oppression verging on slavery”, which they have to bear un- 
der the feudal lords. The Romanians have nothing of their own, what 
they have, scarce as it is, is in danger of being confiscated by their 
lords. Every day they can see how the plots of land on which they toil 
in the sweat of their brow are taken away from them when they least 
expect it (getting almost nothing as a compensation for their work). 
But most often these plots of land are taken away from them and they 
receive nothing in exchange. The severe oppression and the excessive 
tasks also bring about man's discontent and destroy any industrious- 
ness that this poor people might show. And to top it all off, all the 
other nations in Transylvania despise them. 

“Actually, the Transylvanian subject or the serf is = as regards his 
status — the most wretched peasant in the world. He has nothing of his 
own except for his life, which he lives in dire poverty. He can be re 
garded asa real slave of his secular master. Besides endless unpaid work 
with his cattle or just with his arms for weeks on end, he has to do 
other jobs too without being paid anything and sometimes without 
being given food. If his master is away, lives in the capital city or some- 
where else, he has to gather victuals for him, for six, eight or even 
more days, to ruin his cartle and wagon, to neglect his small domestic 
economy, to let everything go to the dogs. If he disobeys, be it even in 
quite unimportant matters, he is thrown into prison, which is noth- 
ing, else than a dark hideous pit dug in the ground, where he has to 
stay until his liberation a long time later. When free, his life is no 
better than an animal's. To make a long story short, the tasks devolv- 
ing on the subjects by their masters are terribly difficult to fulfil and 
their excessiveness is simply unbelievable.” According to the principle 
that rusticus praeter mercedem laboris nibil babet, he is not allowed to 
cut trees in the woods. And if he is, the land thus cleared is taken away 
from him, a very small sum of money being paid for his work. Thus, 
he is prevented from improving his own economy, and as a rule the 
farm economy is destroyed. Certa puncta of 1769 is not observed, ex- 
cesses and vexations are common practice, especially as regards the 
services that have to be done by the serfs. To say nothing of those 
forbidden in Probibita generalia. These are many of the reasons for the 
massive migration to Moldavia and Walachia. 
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As he wants to persuade him by finding arguments in favour of his 
opinion, he does not hesirate to make relevant contrasts, 

“A very convincing proofis supplied by the Romanians in Wallachia 
and Moldavia. Unfortunately, a large number of Romanians from Tran- 
sylvania emigrate to Wallachia and Moldavia every year. But it is quite 
seldom that one may see Romanians emigrating from those countries 
to Transylvania. The reason for it is easily found if one considers the 
fact that the former Romanian Prince Constantin Mavrocordat did 
away with serfdom, so that in Wallachia and Moldavia it is only the 
Gypsies that are still slaves. The Romanians do only moderate unpaid 
work for their masters and what they have to pay every years is again 
a moderate sum of money. The result of all this is the fact that, if they 
are not ravaged by war and invading enemies, these two neighbouring 
countries have a plentiful life; by the industrious, but not exhaustive 
cultivation of land, the generous nature offers plenty of rich producers; 
the peasant is content and always in high spirits; he works for his own 
good and, knowing it, he becomes quite productive and, therefore, has 
not the slightest intention to emigrate.” 

As early as his first trip to Transylvania, the Emperor was impressed 
by the Romanians” fate, as they were the most oppressed people. “These 
poor Romanian subjects, who are undoubtedly the oldest and most 
numerous inhabitants of Transylvania, are so tortured and wronged 
by everyone - both by the Hungarians and the Saxons — that they are 
indeed in a sad plight and it is quite astonishing that there are still so 
many Romanians there, who have not yet fled away. 1 am not sur- 
prised that their plots of land are not properly tilled. How could they 
be otherwise, when the poor man is not sure he will possess that plot 
of land the next day? Under such circumstances, how could he till his 
plot of land properly? Otherwise, this nation is remarkable indeed. 
Of course, its inconsistency comes from its misery. They have to raise 
cattle especially because, when in need, they have to be able to leave to 
another place without much difficulty.” “The serf is his master's slave, 
he has no means to make a living, so he has to serve this master as 
much and where this master wants him to. My conscience would not 
be clear if 1 did not admit that this country needs a regulation of the 
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question of landed properties more than any other place”, said the 
Emperor in his report to the Empress and to the State Council. 

And here îs another opinion, expressed by the Austrian naturalist 
Hacquet in 1788: 

“These neglected and oppressed people possess the worst plors of 
land here, as well as all over the country . Ii is not enough that, unlike 
the other inhabitanrs of the principality, the Romanian peasant was 
driven away to deserted places. God knows why. Moreover, he was 
robbed even of the lands that he had worked hard to sow maize on as 
soon as the idea came to a Saxon or a Hungarian to take hold of them, 
although the Romanians peasant had possessed them for hundreds of 
years. His family were driven to the mountains, where there is noth- 
ing but rocks, or even forced to leave that country. If a Romanian vil- 
lage is near a Hungarian or Saxon one, the Romanians are not allowed 
to come near to these villages. 'The same holds true for the Gypsies. As 
if they were the scum of the Earth, the Romanians have to keep at a 
safe distance from the enclosures around the Hungarian and Saxon 
villages. Nobody ever makes friends with him and so the Romanian is 
doomed to do the heaviest and meanest work possible. The neighbours 
make a hell of his time. He is paid attention to only when the Hungar- 
ian or the Saxon can no longer do their work or when it is too heavy 
for them. It is only then that the Romanian may come into the pic- 
ture. Like a beast of burden he has to do most, if not all the work they 
are supposed to do. Otherwise, he is not allowed. 

How much injustice must be perpetrated under such circumstances, 
when scorn and oppression reign supreme! The more so as the 
Romanian's master or, becter said, his tyrant, is also his judge. If he 
lives in the midst of an arrogant nation, is his fate any better than the 
fate of the black man in America, who is forced - as if he were a draught 
horse - by the white master to work on his sugar-cane plantations 
until he dies of exhaustion? If a man is in such a state, isn't it natural 
that he should think of all the possible means to throw off this un- 
bearable yoke? Isn't he going to find ways and means to break the 
chains, to get his revenge on the tyrant, to get rid of him or to put an 
end to his own suffering by any means? The Romanian has always 
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wanted to revenge himself for the injustice that has been done ro him 
or to get rid of this injustice. And he has always wanted to do it when 
pushed to despair and revenge by the scornful treatment he was given. 
Think of the quite recent example given by Horea and his men. Is this 
hatred quite natural with a Romanian, can he refrain from hating, can 
he behave differently to his neighbours? Can't you think of hundreds 
of examples of kind-hearted and good-mannered Europeans who, when 
living under similar conditions in barbarian countries, started hating 
their masters with the same bitterness with which the black man hated 
his white tyrants? More than once I have seen with my own eyes that 
the Romanian is quite a reliable man in all respects when I lived among 
them. What a kind hear he would revea! if he were treated like a 
brother! Twenty-six years ago ] went on a trip with such a man to the 
high mountains of Wallachia and Transylvania, and we did not go on 
any public road whatsoever. He could have killed me in those wild 
places, where there were only lairs of wild beasts. But he did not do it. 
On the contrary, he proved to be a hero as against my weakness. 

So who slandered rhe Romanians of Transylvania or of the Aus- 
trian countries? No one else than the nobleman or the lord under 
whose oppression he lives, who deliberately avoided opening his mind 
and always regarded him as a beast of burden! He has to consider the 
nobleman as a being whom everybody has to obey, but who has no 
obligation to any man in the world”. And he writes further on: “One 
of the numerous cruelties inflicred on the simple people by the Hun- 
garian aristocracy is what happened in the region of Hălmagiu after 
Horea's movement. A nobleman, A. H.-ky (certainiy a Hollaky), or- 
dered his village judge ro summon all he peasants to work. As they 
did not want to obey him, the judge informed his master. The master's 
answer was a threat to the judge's life if he did not carry out his order. 
When coming to him again, the poor judge told him: “Will you, your 
Highness, order iv yourself! You'll do better than me, P'm sure? The 
master did not even wait for him to finish and shot him in the chest. 
And as, falling to the ground, the poor man tried to catch at the table, 
the beast shot him a second time in the neck and killed him. The 
judge's widow and children asked for compensation in the county seat, 
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but the authorities only imposed a small fine on the murderer. The 
tyrant refused to pay it. A time will come when people in this country 
too will be able to say: es temps de la barbarie sont passes, ou la noblesse 
se gutrissait de son ignorance! 

1 will never forget what an old man of this nation, who lived in 
Şinca Mare, told me before dying in 1763: “I'm glad to die, because I 
have no wife and no children to leave behind in slavery”. Uncultivated 
as this nation might be, I still can say that, during my two-year stay 
there, I came across qualities that would have been remarkable even in 
the most civilized people. How bad of the monarchy to hate and op- 
press this nation that was so great and remarkable in the past! No 
matter what others might say, the Romanian nation has its merits both 
as a mass of people and as regards the lawful rule of this country”!. 


" Hacqnet's neueste pbysikalisch-politische Reisen in den Jabren 1788, 89 und 90, durch die 
Dacischen und Sarmatischen oder Nărdlichen Karpathen, Zweiter 'Teil (Niirnberg, 1791). 


In Conclusion 


And now, at the end of this expose, let us look back once more 
upon its whole structure. The picture offered us by the theory is not 
apt to give any credit to the Romanians: the largest people, the only 
one born and bred in this pan of the world, deeply rooted in the 
Dacians, Getae, Thracians, Illyrians, the living proof of the eastern 
Latinity, is presented as a people without an identity, of a question- 
able origin, absent from Transylvania, alien, immigrant, wandering 
with the flocks of sheep all over the country, as against the Hungar- 
ians, who are now “autochtonous”, stable and masters of everything. 
The Romanians are a people that “infiltrated” this country, gradually 
flooding the mountains and valleys until they became the absolute 
majority among its peoples. An unstable, primitive people, tainted 
with all vices, always opposing the historical civilizing mission assumed 
by the Hungarian people that aimed at “Europeanizing” the Roma- 
nians etc., etc. And other contrasts may follow in an endless number. 

Let us leave hallucinations aside for a moment and come down to 
earth. 

Where are the origins of this people, where are its virtues, where is 
its enormous work in the service of the homeland, in the service of all 
peoples? Especially vhey, the Romanians, did the work both in the 
fields and underground. They rarely took part in the activity of zhe 
guilds in the towns, from which they were excluded. But it is they, 
more than anyone else, that did the hard work in the mines, digging 
for gold, silver, copper, lead, mercury, and salt, that built and repaired 
the roads, thar carried goods and the post from place to place. It is 
they, more than anyone else, that did the gratuitus labor under its most 
varied forms. It is they, more than anyone else, that bore the military 
tasks, the endless abuses, chat quartered the soldiers. It is they that 
largely made up the regular army of the country, the border guards 
shedding their blood, both in the battlefields of Transylvania and Eu- 
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rope. It is they that endured the burden of the taxes in this country, for 
the masters were tax-exempi. It is they, more than all the other nations 
put together, as their proponents pur it. 

And what is worse, the Romanian people suffered all this in the 
most oppressive servitude, in slavery, under the ruthless regime of their 
masters. It was on their work that the ruling nobiliry's riches, eco- 
nomic and political power, the homeland's welfare, the virtues of its 
history were grounded. What they received in exchange was only ex- 
clusion from among the homeland's sons and daughters, the label of a 
tolerated people usque ad beneplacitum vegnicolarum. 

In all the history of the Hungarian people there is not even the 
slightest sign of gratefulness for the Romanian people's huge work and 
sacrifice in the service of their ruthless masters. In exchange, there is 
no end of the Hungarians” vainglory, insolence, enmity. What a bitter 
history! 

There had ro come the Austrian generals, Austrian writers, and the 
Emperor himself ro be impressed by this ungrateflness. 

After all these historical surveys, at the end of the book, by way of 
conclusion, let us go back for a moment and bring the two peoples 
face to face: the Hungarian people, a people living in the steppe, no- 
mads coming from Asia, invading other peoples” territories, conquer- 
ing them and then sertling in the plains, and the Romanian people, a 
people living on the hillside, in rhe mountains. 

To give a picture of the country, we will quote from a physical 
assessment of its soil in the 19th century, which was drawn up by 
Hungarian researchers rhemselves!. 


arable land 20.5% 
vineyards 0.4% 
meadows 24.9% 
hayfields, pastures 8.7% 
forests 33.8% 
unproductive land 21.7% 


'"'Trocsânyi Zsolt, Az erdelyi paraszisdg târtenete 1790-1848, Budapest, 1956, p. 12. 
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How much of the geographic area can be considered to consist of the 
steppe, which was specific of the invading people's character? What could 
tempt a man to Live in the steppe? Only 14.9%, or not even that much. 

And how much could consist of the forests, the bilis, the moun- 
tains, the arable land specific of the Romanian people? The overwhelm- 
ing part. 

What is it to the Hungarians? An extension, a “conquest”, an “in- 
vasion” beyond the natural limits of the people living in the steppe 
that was not at its ease in the woods, in the mountains, prolonged by 
colonizations, the transplantation of the Szeklers, stopped by the 
Carpathian arch. A prolongation especially through the centuries long 
toil of other peoples, through our work, rhrough everpone's work. 

The Hungarians, a steppe people that settled in the Pannonian plain, 
were stopped in the East first by the Bihor mountains and woods, 
having the tribe of the Szeklers as “border guards”, then penerrared 
with much difficulty and only gradually into Roman Dacia, with its 
difficult physical geography, consisting of forests and mountains. It 
took them a few hundred years to adapt themselves before coming up 
against the wall of the Carpathian arch, before establishing a new bor- 
der, before transplanting their Szekler border guards. It is too difficult 
to restore this history, to establish a chronology. Here there existed 
another world, an eastern, Slavic and Romanian one, with its voivo- 
dates, knezates and “lands”, “Romanian lands”, such as Jerra Blzcorum, 
the Bârsa Land, the Haţeg Land. The Hungarian royalty had to try 
hard to adapt itself, to ensure its power, to divide the country's land 
into estates for the ruling nobility, the country into counties, strength- 
ened by cities, massively colonizing Germans, i.e. Saxons, and Swabians; 
to make the Saxons sertle on land designated by the King under the 
name of the Imperial Lands... All these, added to the numerous 
voivodates, knezates and other divisions were subordinated to the new 
counties and fiefs hat gradually became the basis for the long history 
of servitude which the Romanian masses had ro endure. The more so 
as the Romanian people had a different religious faith and fell within 
the sphere of eastern Christianity. A fact that was to worsen the servi- 
tude isself, the historical ordeal of the Romanian people. 
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To us, Romanians, with our roots plunging deep into the civiliza- 
tion of south-eastern Europe, into the area of Eastern Latinity, Tran- 
sylvania is Roman Dacia, the cradle of our Daco-Roman people that 
defined it and grew until it gradually came to comprise the entirety of 
the Romanian territory and people. To the Romanian people, the hills, 
the mountains, the fruitfulness of the land, the riches underground 
are all elements of its life and the arch of the Carpathians wirh its 
slopes is its backbone. And this is where the Hungarian people's “his- 
torical mission” only gradually extended. 

We are at a loss in explaining it, as, according to the above-men- 
tioned theory, the Romanians came from the Balkans, from regions 
that are themselves our mentors in point of civilization and sedentary 
life. As they came from that part of the world, it was not sedentary life 
thar the Romanians had ro learn from the beginning. 

Or consider the theory that the Romanians, who were semi-no- 
madic shepherds, wandering from place to place with their flocks of 
sheep, were naturally an inferior people. Could we possibly learn from 
the theory alone how it was possible that the very region with the 
largest number of shepherds, especially its villages with the largest 
number of shepherds, Sălişte, Poiana, Jina, Rășinari, Săcele, Bran and 
a few others, produced - as against the number of inhabitants — the 
largest number of merchants, industrialists, university degree holders, 
politicians, men of letters, and professors in all the Romanian territo- 
ries of Transylvania? And all these territories distinguish themselves 
by the absence of the civilizing Hungarians, by their complete absence. 

How could the theory explain to us how it came to happen that 
the Romanian villages which were the most advanced economically 
and the most “civilized” were situated in the zones where the civiliz- 
ing Hungarians were completely absent, or on the point of disappear- 
ing? 

Finally, if these peoples, the Romanians in particular, whom the 
Hungarians had the noble mission to civilize, still looked in the 18th 
century as the Hungarian historiography described them, if they were 
characterized by poverty, servitude, backwardness, lack of culture, 
narrow-mindedness etc., where are the results of the Hungarian for- 
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mative endeavour? Were rhese peoples impervious to education? In 
that case, the “mission” itself would have turned out to be useless, 

Let us confine ourselves to the historical experience itself. If the 
peoples were so impossible ro cultivate, how could they, in modern 
times, make the spectacular leaps they made as soon as the doors of 
the West were opened to them? That was precisely the time when 
their remarkable progress began. This makes us think that the Hun- 
garians were not the necessary civilizing, “Europeanizing” element. 
They were rather a historical obstacle: their real cultural history, their 
characteristic development begins at that time precisely, Exactly as 
the rise of the large peasant masses from primitivism and dark igno- 
rance begins, when they could be saved from the nobility's educating 
power. 

* 

Have we dismantled the theory, have we established again the iden- 
tity of the Romanian people in Transylvania, their right to this terri- 
tory, have we removed the fabrication that they are a people wander- 
ing with its flocks of sheep all over the country? Not at all. Thar 
preposterous image will prevail, despie all evidence to the contrary, 
because, paradoxical as it may seem, it is the on/y weapon, the only 
argument in favour of Transylvania's belonging to Hungary. It is use- 
less to try and dismantle it. 

Of course, people will unimpededly consider true the statement 
made by Count Bethlen Isrvân, at a conference held in Cambridge in 
1933, that throughout the 18th century the Romanians in Transylva- 
nia came, through immigration, to form an absolute majority, after 
having been no more than a fourth of the country's population at the 
turn of the century. And going back in time, they are sure to decrease 
in number even more. 


Luckily for us, history goes forward, not backwards, 


Epilogue 


And now let us turn the page. Which of this country's peoples 
feels more at home here, if one considers all its virtues and difficulties? 
There is no field - be it fertile or barren =, no hill, no valley, no forest, 
no mountain that was not used by them in the service of life, that 
should not bear the mark of their toil. Which of this country's peoples 
felt more at home in the thickness of its forests, in the richness of its 
mountains? Which of them is vitally connected to it? Which of them 
thinks of it in its entirety with all its problems, which of them was 
born, bred, and is inextricably bound to irs destiny? 

It is they, the Romanians, that knew better the economic potential 
of the soil, of the landscape. It is they that better understood what the 
land prompted, namely that sheep raising should go hand in hand with 
the fundamental trades: agriculture and cattle raising. 

Sheep raising was their main concern and they made it a genuine 
virtue. But all these concerns are far from the theoretical hallucination 
which we have examined. 'There can be no question ofa nomadic, semi- 
nomadic people of shepherds, historically attested. When weighing all 
these data, one must be blind not to see why sheep raising was in so 
much favour with Romanians. 

First of all, at least half of the Romanian population had no sheep, 
or only owned a small number. Those who did have rhem used these 
sheep to meet an elementary household need: clothing. Large flocks of 
sheep were not a common occurence at all. "They are to be added to the 
few large ones belonging to the professional shepherds in the very few 
mountain villages. Sheep breeding (also practised by the Szeklers) pro- 
vided wool, skins and other specific products to all the population of 
Transylvania and supplied its factories, along with others all over the 
Empire, Vienna included, with raw materials. A large-sized wool pro- 
cessing industry was the product of this much hated Romanian virtue. 
This despised sheep breeding turned out ro be one of the Romanian 
peoples most spectacular virtues. 
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Did shepherds move from one place to another? They certainly 
did. Were they nomadic, semi-nomadic people, wandering with their 
flocks of sheep all over the country? This question is so ridiculous 
that it is not worth answering. We have seen that the number of shep- 
herds, serfs bound to the land with their flocks, was actually quite 
small, accounting for only a small percentage of the Romanian people; 
we have also seen the one-way movement of the flocks, from Transyl- 
vania to the Romanian Countries, never in the opposite direction, from 
the Romanian Countries to Transylvania. This clearly contradicts the 
whole theory. And this spectacular sheep grazing, which is so much 
discussed, far from being a fault, is a virtue the Romanian people take 
pride in. 

Will Hungarian historiography foresake this pernicious theoreti- 
cal scaffolding, give up this mystification? No, it will not, as evidenced 
by their latest Flistory of Transylvania. They are going to insist on it, 
despite all the evidence to the contrary. They cannot do without it, as 
it is the only reason for their being considered the ruling masters. The 
Romanians have never been there from the beginning, they gradually 
“infiltrated” in as wanderers with their flocks, they grew in number 
until they reached an absolute majority. 


Annex 


Older Notes Referring to the 1848 Revolution in Transylvania 

A few remarks are necessary concerning Nicolae Bălcescu's attempt 
at reconciling the Romanians with the Hungarians during the sensi- 
tive stage of the 1848 Revolution, after the bloody confrontation of 
the Romanians with the Hungarians during the blood-thirsty time of 
revenge after the liberation. 'The beastly reprisals that followed the 
victory of the Hungarian nobility, the enormous slaughter, the acts of 
revenge and man hunting ended with the sacrifice of thousands upon 
thousands of Romanian lives. 

We are talking about Bălcescu's attempt at reconciliation with the 
same vain-glorious Kossuth, who, in the proclamation to the Roma- 
nians he made on behalf of the “Committee for the Country's De- 
fence” on 10 October 1848, had warned them to restore order and 
lawfulness within eight days. He used such language: “Otherwise, the 
guilty will have to suffer the severe punishment of the law. Our brave 
army, which has recently repressed a horde of robbers, will take action 
against you, and then woe to any rebel, woe to any instigator. You had 
better not have been born, for no one will be merciful and tolerant 
with you. It is not for the first time that the Hungarian people and the 
Szeklers were ordered to take action against that scum of the Earth 
that rises up against this country's freedom and is not terrified of 
murdering their mothers and brothers. Let the Hungarians and the 
Szeklers rise in their numbers and exterminate all raitors and disobe- 
dient rebels! He who loves life and is fond of his property, let him 
mind this final benevolent plea, for he shall pay a dear roll otherwise. 
His land will be taken away from him and divided among this 
homeland's faithful sons, and he shall be hanged or shot dead. There- 
fore, take care, my Romanian brothers, and do not bring these terrible 
punishments upon yourselves”!. 


"Silviu Dragomir, Avram Iancu, Bucharest, 1965, p. 83. 
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The consequences of the Hungarian thesis regarding the 1848 Revo- 
lution are quite serious. Their sophistry is quite simple: the Hungar- 
ians are the revolution and Austria is the counter-revolution. As the 
Romanians are on the Austrians' side, they are on the side of the 
counter-revolution, of the reaction. Or, to use social terms, Bere îs the 
vevolutionary Hungarian nobility and the reactionary Romanian serfs. 
After such a preposterous accusation, Hungarian historiography had 
to make efforts to diminish this serious contradiction. Though such 
efforts would not be necessary at all: a mere change of words would 
suffice and things would clear up immediately. 

What is revolution? The replacement of a social order by another 
one, in our case the removal of a social order, the removal of feudal 
relations. When did it happen? In 1848. Were he Romanians, particu- 
larly the Romanian serfs, against the abolition of serfdom, just so as to 
call themselves “reactionary” and “counter-revolutionary?” 

In 1849, the political conclusions of the revolution were drawn on 
a national scale. And this is when the order of things was reversed. 
Under the banner of nationalism, the nobility managed to come off 
victorious. It lost its subjects, but preserved its economic and political 
power, its first-rank political role under bourgeois circumstances too. 
Under the new circumstances, it put forward the idea of a one-nation 
Hungary. Thus, the national issue, which was much more acute now, 
regressed a lot. Up to then one could at least talk about nations, about 
nations expressing political opinions, about a State belonging to Tran- 
sylvania alone. 'Yhe peoples of Hungary rose against the state of one 
nation. So they turned irrevocably from “revolutionary” (as they had 
been considered ro be until that time) into “counter-revolutionary” 
peoples. 

Whar if we call the Hungarian “revolution” of 1849 by its real name, 
that is the “war for the independence” of Hungary, of course (Fiigeet/er- 
segi bare), as it was correctly called by Hungarian historiography? Or 
the /iberation zwar of the Hungarian nation (Szabadsdg barc). Then it is 
no longer a revolution; this is the state-building political conclusion of 
the revolution. What does independence mean under the above-men- 
tioned circumstances? Hungary, a national state of one single nation 
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possessing the right to independently have its nations at its disposal. 
Now when, first and foremost, all the country's peoples are lawfully 
entitled to draw the same national conclusion of the revolution, when 
social freedom is a merely implicit, subordinate question, when, in 
principle, every nations struggle for national emancipation aims to 
obtain its own national sovereignty in the long run! All rhese nations 
oppose the exclusivism of the Hungarian nation. So one can naturally 
wonder: revolutionarily speaking, where is the “reaction”, where is 
the “counter-revolution”? Shall we dissociate them? We are going to 
dissociate them as we are compelled to by the reverse implication of 
national freedom and social freedom: national subordination in ex- 
change for social freedom, when the two kinds of freedom have to be 
the two sides of a unique, inseparable freedom. 

Nationally speaking, if the Romanians had tried to avoid being 

“counter-revolutionary”, which revolution should we have shed our 
blood for, which Hungarian “revolution” should we have been in soli- 
darity with? With che revolution of the 12 March program? We wel- 
comed the provisions of that program enthusiastically, for what was 
revolutionary in them. We did not welcome their conclusion regard- 
ing the nation: the union of Transylvania with Hungary. Not for the 
new implicit idea of a one-nation Hungary. The young March revolu- 
tionists said the same thing to the Serbs, who “claimed” to be called a 
nation: “In Hungary there îs only one nation and it is the Hungarian 
one”?. 
Should we have been in solidariry with the “revolution” of the 
Transylvanian nobiliry, of he Cluj-based Diet of the selfsame nobil- 
ity, of the same tree political nations (the Hungarians, the Szeklers, 
and the Saxons) and the four religions (not even the Orthodox Bishop 
was called to attend!), with che status of the Romanian people and of 
its religion as a tolerated people only 4sque ad beneplacitum regnicola- 
rum, with the “revolution” of that nobiliry which did not even want 
to consider the postulates of the Romanian nation and which vored 
for the union of Transylvania with Hungary without asking the Ro- 
manian nation to vote, although it was che majority nation? 


“ Ibidem, p. 170. 
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Should we have been in solidarity with the decrees of the Hungar- 
ian Diet, the revolutionary character of which we regarded with en- 
thusiasm, but which did not even think of raising the question of 
Hungary's nationalities, despite che urgent pleas of its peoples? The 
Dier, which, in its texts, never refers to any other nation than the 
Hungarian one? So that it performed Transylvania's union with Hun- 
gary by completely disregarding such problems. On the contrary, in 
the anicle referring to the union (Article 7), it mentions only “na- 
tional unity” (nemzetegysg) and states that in Transylvania there are 
only nine Hungarian administrative divisions, five Szekler and eleven 
Saxon ones. Transylvania was simply poured into its old mould and 
now it was transformed, melted into a single Hungary. 

Shall we support the idea that the liberation from serfdom was a 
generous act, a gift, for which the Romanians should have been grate- 
ful enough to accept unification with the Hungarian unitary nation, 
at a time when the obsessions of denationalization reigned supreme? 
Actually, we had already been warned by Transylvania's most repre- 
sentative politician, Baron Wesselenyi Mikl6s: he thinks it not only 
right, but also necessary that the common people should be granted 
national and representational rights, by which the inhabitants of the 
country should become citizens and members of the nation. But only 
if they become truly Hungarian, if they fuse with the nation they 
want to become part of and in the rights of which they want to par- 
ticipate, if, by their language and customs, they become one with it. 
This is such a great, magnificent reward! And the price for this is only 
to learn the language. And this :s quite accessible to everyone. Those 
who cannot speak Hungarian or who are not Hungarian-born will 
gradually be granted national rights too as they become Magyarized?. 
And this idea is such an obsessions in the revolutionists” minds that 
not even the most revolutionary of all the revolutionists gives it up. 
Not even a man like Tancsics, who is now the most revolutionary 
revolurionist of them all. 


"Baron Wesselenyi Mikl6s, Balitelerekrăl, Bucharest, 1833, pp. 232-233. 
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Should we have been in solidariry with Kossuthism? “Under the 
holy Hungarian Crown I will never admit any nation or nationality 
different from the Hungarian one. | know there are peoples and races 
of people who speak other languages, but there is no more than one 
nation here”, he responded to the Serbs*. And there are many other 
similar statements. And all this occurred at a lime when we were first 
concerned with the “recognition of the Romanian nationality”, when 
there were such slogans as “without nationality, there can be no lib- 
erty”, “without a nation, the republic izself is a mere terrible tyranny”, 
“without it, paradise itself is hell”! “If the Romanians lose their na- 
tionality, they are sure to lose everything.” If they have this, “every- 
thing can be won” and everything else will follow suit. What matters 
in this period is unequivocally the national idea, this is an obsessions 
with all countries, in Hungary, and amongst all its peoples. 

Should we have agreed to the Utopian confederation stretching from 
the Baltic to the Black Sea, with Hungary as its “center and focus”, 
run by a central government and parliament speaking Hungarian, 
imagined by 'Teleki Laâszl6, at a time when each nation had its own 
aims, more concrete and especially non-Hungarian? 

Which of the two warring sides were we to choose: the one-nation 
Hungary, including Transylvania, despite the larger number of the 
other peoples in comparison with Hungarians, or Austria, with pros- 
pects to become a federation in which Transylvania was to remain au- 
tonomous, the Grand Principality of Transylvania? Was it only Aus- 
trian “persuasion” that made us choose the way we did?! 

We praised Bălcescu's actions, aimed at reconciliation between the 
Hungarians and the Romanians for their joint revolutionary struggle. 
For what revolutionary struggle, for the one leading to the victory of 
the one-nation Hungary? 

What could be the value of a few unimportant, unessential na- 
tional concessions, to which one might have agreed when cornered, 
on the brink of the abyss? 'The regime that might have ensued from 
this victrory would surely have dissipated them as well. 


i Magyarorszdg tărtenete, VI/1, Budapest, 1979, p. 164. 
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Staking everything on the liberation of Wallachia, Bălcescu attached 
less importance to the question of Transylvania and thus made a ter- 
rible political blunder. Stimulating Avram Iancu's youthful enthusi- 
asm, he managed to make him neutral, when he should have been on 
the offensive. Would the national committee headed by Bărnuţiu, the 
man entitled to take action on behalf of the nation, have committed 
such an act now? Afterward, it was quite easy for the Austrians to face 
the Romanians asking for their rights in the name of co-belligerence. 
Understanding the course of the negotiations, they were able to reject 
them as “revolutionaries”. 

Being quite enthusiastic about the revolution, about the peoples 
brotherhood in the revolutionary struggle, about the joint struggle, 
seduced by the Hungarian” revolutionary drive (actually, their fanati- 
cal national struggle!), he abhors our role, in contrast to the one played 
by the Hungarians: “It grieves me to see the brave Hungarians and 
their enthusiasm and think of what a bad role we, Romanians, are 
playing”, Bălcescu wrote to lon Ghica on 12 May 1849. He tried to 
persuade the Romanians in Transylvania “that the soundest guarantee 
of their nationality is the freedom of Greater Wallachia, of Little 
Wallachia and of Moldavia and that it can be achieved only with the 
Hungarians" assistance”. “On doit s'imposer des avantages dans lavenir” 
(Letter to Ion Ghica, 6 June 1849). He started negotiating with Kossurh, 
who was implacable in his orders as early as 10 May during the efforts 
for pacification: the Hungarian military forces surrounding the Moţi 
Lands should continue their military operations “with utmost energy” 
and “the hordes of robbers (7abl6 csordăk) that retired to the moun- 
tains should not be let to rest”*. 

The concrete result of Bălcescw's pacifying action: Deputy Dragoş 
was killed, Tribune Dobra died, Buteanu was hanged, and Iancu him- 
self wirh his men only managed to save themselves by withdrawing in 
time to Câmpeni. 


” Nicolae Bălcescu, Opere, vol. IV, Bucharest, IV, 167. 
. Magyarorszăg târtenete, VI/1, p. 414. 
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"Kossuth took refuge abroad and made a few concessions when go- 
ing into exile. Entrusting Gârgei with the government of the country 
when he left, Kossurh managed ro save himself in time, thus giving 
Karl Marx the opportunity to appreciate his deed: he had enough trust 
in Gărgei to entrust him with the country, but not to entrust him 
with his own person as well! 

We also celebrated on 13 March 1848 in the given form. It was high 
time. We should have been more cautious than to let the 'Trojan horse 
into the city! 

His youthful, romantic illusions got Bălcescu involved in an action 
that was superseded by events. What else could one say when Bălcescu 
felt like jumping with joy at Kossuth's telling him “to take Iancu and 
his army to Walachia!”. “I have never been so happy before”, he wrote 
to Ion Ghica. “They said that all the Romanians in Transylvania and 
the Banat should go to save the Principalities, where the foundation of 
the Romanian nationality is” (Letter to Ion Ghica, 14 July 1849). 

Kossuth could have made it clearer to him that: Jancu and the Ro- 
manians" struggle bave to go beyond the mountains, not bere! No wonder 
some tribunes wanted to shoot him dead. 

He obtained national “concessions”, when what the nation needed 
was a national political being, not concessions. "The concessions them- 
selves were only a limit one could achieve at the moment, when in 
dire need. And concessions are not to be appreciated depending on the 
conjuncture, they have to he assessed depending on the political forces 
that are to further dominate the society politically, namely the nobil- 
ity, the same nobility that was now triumphant and, therefore, also 
less willing to make concessions. Exactly the same is true of the revo- 
lution, which is not to be appraised according to its extreme slogans, 
to a few personalities supporting these slogans, who were not to de- 
cide its historical consequences. 

Iancu himself, who was a young enthusiastic revolutionary, let him- 
self get involved in this crucial moment. 

Bălcescu did nor see either that what he was contemplating was no 
longer the “revolution”, but its national conclusion, its opposite, the 
return of Hungarian national exclusivism, which was now more victo- 
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rious than ever before. Before, there were provinces with their own 
problems, there was a Transylvania with its serious national question, 
one could speak of “nations”, Now, all of them were annihilated in the 
melting pot of an all-embracing nation. And this is called “revolution”. 
Which revolution shall we associate ourselves with, for the victory of 
which revolution shall we struggle, not to be called “counter-revolu- 
tionaries”? This is to what Bălcescu called us at that moment, this is to 
what his “brave Hungarians” called us. Of course, we agree to the 
“United States of the Danube”, but first of all one should establish the 
states that are to be united. And this was anything but the aim of the 
one-nation Hungary! Or of the Teleki confederation. This was a for- 
mula meant not only to save Hungary's unity, but also to allow it to 
dominate, even to extend its influence, to bring about “submission” 
and “civilization” as far as the Black Sea region. Yes, we agree to the 
United States of the Danube, but where are they to be based? Could 
one seriously think that the Hungarians, terribly conceited and vain 
as they are, with their towering scorn for all the co-inhabiting peoples, 
and for the Romanians more than anyone else, were going, to accept 
equality and give up domination? Especially now that they were tri- 
umphant? 'Therefore, we could not have sided with them, we had to 
struggle against them! 

The conclusions of the revolution were quite clear to them, too 
clear to let them have any illusions about it. They were in no mood for 
federalization, they were in a mood for domination. And domination 
through “federalization”! Now, one had to be more politically minded, 
rather than a “revolutionary”. 

What would Bărnuţiu have said about this interference? 

What else could the joint struggle in the war for Greater Hungary 
bring us, except for the unquestionable deterioration of the Romanian 
nation's most important aspirations? What else could the present vic- 
tory of the Hungarian nation, from a historical standpoint, bring about 
except the future dual monarchy that would be even more favourable 
to Hungary and, therefore, even more unfavourable to us? It is clear 
that the two states had planned to help each other in future. The Hun- 
garians needed Austria and Austria needed Hungary more than it 


231 


needed us. It was under rhese historical circumstances that Hungary 
was able to prolong its national status planned in this way. And this is 
no longer called a pact with che reaction! Austria means reaction only 
when the nationalities ask for its help. 

By asking for the recognition of the Romanian nation, the Roma- 
nians asked for something “backward”, something that made one think 
of the medieval political nations. Did they really? 

But when did the Romanians envision the nation as being some- 
thing backward, something medieval? On the contrary, they regarded 
the nation in the quite modern sense of its numerical importance. It 
would have implied the very modernization of the idea of nation gen- 
erally, therefore it would have referred to the old political nations. 
Organically, they could not have thought of the nation in the medi- 
eval conception, they had no super-imposed class to create it. Their 
national outlook was a “backward” one. The only progressive thing 
was their incorporation in the unique Hungarian nation! And all this 
just now, when every nation was obsessed with the idea of its own 
national sovereignty and when the idea of denationalization reigned 
supreme. 

But le us come back to the premises of the syllogism: Hungary 
means revolution, Austria means counter-revolution. Now, from the 
standpoint of history. 

First, as | have already said, historically the scope of the revolution 
is not given by the revolutionary shock, but by its consequences in 
time, by the social forces struggling to materialize its gains. Was the 
triumphant Hungarian nobility more revolutionary than Austria's 
active social forces? Speaking from a socio-economic point of view, 
was Austria less advanced than Hungary on the road to capitalism, to 
the transition to a bourgeois, liberal society, and was it, therefore, to 
be preferred to the Hungary of the nobles? Then, speaking from a 
national viewpoint, was Austria more dangerous than Hungary in the 
quite hot question of denationalization? As far as we can see, it did not 
press for denationalization at all. 

Did the revolution proper, the social revolution, instigate Austria 
against Hungary from the very beginning? Did it rise against the abo- 
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lition of serfdom, against the liberal resolutions of the Hungarian Diet? 
When it came to the abolition of serfdom, was Austria more reaction- 
ary than the Transylvanian revolutionary nobiliry? The abolition was 
really made legal by the “reactionary” regime în 1834. And iv is difficult 
to believe that sovereign Transylvania would have made it more fa- 
vourable to the serfs than ir was made by the reaction, by the absolut- 
ism that followed, especially as it had been strengthened by its tri- 
umph. But historical absolutism can only be temporary. It was followed 
by a liberal regime. Moreover, as regards the most important national 
question, the separate state of Transylvania was preserved and it was 
for the first time that the Romanian nation was recognized as a politi- 
cal nation, it was for the first time that it was represented as such in 
politics, in the Dier. It was for the first time that a Romanian adminis- 
tration was used. The Hungarians did not understand how to consent 
to equality even under favourable electoral circumstances, not to men- 
tion a proportional representation. An elective Romanian Dier was set 
up, openly discussing the questions of the State and of the nation in 
their mother tongue, with the range of problems specific to the Roma- 
nian nation, a situation that would have been inconceivable in liberal 
Hungary. So this is the difference between the “counter-revolution- 
ary” Diet of Sibiu and the “revolutionary” one of Cluj. 

Austria rose against Hungary not because of its revolutionary gains, 
but because of the second issue at stake in the “revolutionary” process, 
namely political sovereignty. It rose against the disappearance of a large 
pan of the peoples of the Empire that were to become the subjects of 
an independent Hungary. 

Now let us take a historical stand, not necessarily along the line of 
the thousand year-old Hungary, but along the line of the natural his- 
tory of the peoples in this part of Europe. It does not lead us to the 
loftiness of millenary Hungary, but to is peoples” own states. Now 
we shall confine ourselves to the relations between our two peoples: a 
Greater Hungary had to have a Greater Romania as its counterpart. 
This aim was not to be attained by struggling on the side of the Hun- 
garians! If you have our own historical aim, national unity, in mind, 
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do you consider that one-nation Hungary would have treated us bet- 
ter than multi-national Austria? 

No matter how skilfully built it might be, the entire Hungarian- 
Austrian historical scaffolding could only lead to absurd conclusions: 
the Romanian nation, the Romanian serfs, who had been most wronged 
by history, were “counter-revolutionary”. Not to struggle for Greater 
Hungary means being “counter-revolutionary”, 

You can be revolutionary or counter-revolutionary only when re- 
lated to the revolution itself. Did the Hungarian “revolution” fail ro 
solve the national questions of the nationalities only because of a mo- 
mentary “mistake”? Of course, it did unmistakenly and deliberately 
favour its own situation. And, knowing the factors of its history, its 
spirit, it would not even have thought of solving ir differently. Even at 
the supreme moment it made only few, non-essential concessions, 
strictly when it could not be avoided, concessions that were transitory 
and could naturally be withdrawn or distorted at the right time. 

But let us return to history. 

The Romanian nation already had its own well-defined aims and 
moved toward a future nation-state of its own. Which of the political 
formulae best suited this purpose? And then, did we prefer one way to 
another because of our “counter-revolutionary” spirit? All this scaf- 
folding of Hungary was centred on intricate sophisms favouring the 
millennium-old Hungary, now in new clothing, and it could only lead 
to absurd conclusions: the Romanian nation, the Romanian serfs, who 
had been most wronged by history, were “counter-revolutionary!” Were 
they indeed? Do they need pardoning, need they apologize for mak- 
ing this serious “mistake”? 

Was the idea of a unique nation in Hungary superior and, there- 
fore, preferable to the one of the federalization of the peoples living in 
the Empire? Did it take one closer to the final aim, to the nation-states 
to which the peoples were now aspiring? Who could have believed 
that? 

Let us now describe the conclusion drawn from the newest Hun- 
garian assessment of the 1848 Revolution: revolutionary Hungary made 
a mistake by putting off the sound solution of the national question 
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and so “an opinion rose to the surface and soon prevailed, namely that 
the nationalities” equality de jure can only be ensured by the division 
of St. Stephen's Hungary into small independent nation-states...” 
Which means that, as early as the revolution, the country's inhabit- 
ants definitely and irrevocably missed the opportunity of finding a 
sound solution to the national question. While the Hungarian revolu- 
tion of 1848, as a whole, can be an uplifting example of buman aspira- 
tion for the better and for posterity, the struggle between Hungarians 
and non-Hungarians on Hungary's territory in 1848-49 can only be 
an example of how much misfortune can be inflicted by the peoples, 
which, not being able to have a community of their own interests as 
their guiding aim, concentrate their attention divergently, on 4nim- 
portant interests only, which they later try to use to one another's det- 
riment. (This is the conclusion to be found in one of the newest and 
most authorized Hungarian books, by Spira GySrgy, A nemzetisegi 
kerdâs a negyvennjolczas forradalom Magyarorszăgân, Budapest, 1980, 
pp. 118-119.) 

Did history change its course as a consequence of a mere mistake? 
Hungary's peoples did not really know what their interests were and 
set up their small nation-states to the detriment of one another! Quite 
a skilfully and generously presented idea, but not at all in keeping 
with historical truth! 


Note 


The cult of Michael the Brave did not originate with Bălcescu. I 
was born and developed in Transylvania, beginning with Gheorghe 
Brancovici's Chronicle, through the exaltation of Michael by The Com- 
plaint of the Silivaș Monastery, written by Aron and Ion Budai Deleanu. 

This cult is in great part due to the two-volume book written by 
Aaron Florian, the teacher and inspirer of Bălcescu, and Damaschin 
Bojincă, in which they praise Michael. 
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